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ThefoUamng  is  Prebendary  Scrivener's  recently  published 
estimate  of  the  System  on  which  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort 
have  constructed  their  'Revised  Greek  Text  of  the  New 
Testament*  (1881).  —  That  System,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Bevising  Body  (Bishop  Ellicott)  has  entirely  adopted  (see 
below,  pp.  391  to  397),  and  m4ide  the  basis  of  his  Defence  of 
THE  Revisers  aTid  their  *  New  Greek  Text.* 

(1.)  "There  is  little  hope  for  the  stability  of  their  imposing 
stnicture,  if  its  foundations  have  been  laid  on  the  sandy 
ground  of  ifigenious  conjecture.  And,  since  barely  the 
smallest  vestige  of  historical  evidence  has  ever  been 
alleged  in  support  of  the  views  of  these  accomplished 
Editors,  their  teaching  mnst  either  be  received  as  in- 
tuitively true,  or  dismissed  from  ofur  consideration  as 
precarious  and  even  visionary.'^* 

(2.)  "Dr.  Hort's  System  is  entirely  destitute  of  historical 
foundation.** 

(3.)  "  We  are  compelled  to  repeat  as  emphatically  as  ever  our 
strong  conviction  that  the  Hypothesis  to  whose  proof  he 
has  devoted  so  many  laborious  yecirs,  is  destitute  not  only 
of  historical  foundation,  but  of  all  probability,  resulting  from 
the  internal  goodness  of  the  Text  which  its  adoption  would 
force  upon  us.** 

(4.)  "*We  cannot  doubt'  (says  Dr.  Hort)  'that  S.  Luke 
zxiii.  34  comes  from  an  extraneous  source.*  [Notes, 
p.  68.] — Nor  can  we,  on  our  part,  doubt,**  (rejoins  Dr. 
Scrivener,)  "  that  the  System  which  entails  such  conse- 
quences is  hopelessly  self-condemned.** 

Scrivener's  *  Plain  Introduction,'  &c.  [ed.  1883]: 
pp.  631,  637,  642,  604. 
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TO  THE 

RIGHT   HON.   VISCOUNT   CRANBROOK,   G.C.S.I., 

&c.,  &0.,  he. 


Mr  DEAR  Lord  Cranbrook, 

Allow  me  the  gratification  of  dedicating  the  present 
Volume  to  yourself;  hut  for  whom — (1  reserve  the  explanation 
for  another  day) — it  would  never  have  been  written. 

This  is  not,  (as  you  will  perceive  at  a  glance^  the  Treatise 
which  a  few  years  ago  I  told  you  I  had  in  hand  ;  and  which, 
hut  for  the  present  hindrance,  might  by  this  time  have  heen 
completed.  It  has  however  grown  out  of  that  other  work  in 
the  manner  easplained  at  the  beginning  of  my  Preface.  More- 
over it  contains  not  a  few  specimens  of  the  argumentation  of 
which  the  work  in  question,  when  at  last  it  sees  the  light,  will 
he  discovered  to  be  full. 

My  one  object  has  been  to  defeaJt  the  mischievous  attempt 
which  was  made  in  1881  to  thrust  upon  this  Church  and 
Bealm  a  Bevision  of  the  Sacred  Text,  which — recommended 
though  U  be  by  eminent  names — I  am  thoroughly  convinced, 
and  am  able  to  prove,  is  untrustworthy  from  beginning  to  end. 
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The  reason  is  plain.  It  has  been  constructed  throiufhotU  on 
an  utterly  erroneous  hypothesis.  And  I  inscribe  this  Volume 
to  you,  my  friend,  as  a  conspicuous  member  of  that  body  of 
faithful  and  learned  Laity  by  whose  deliberate  verdict,  when 
the  whole  of  tlie  evidence  has  been  produced  and  the  case 
has  been  fully  argued  out,  I  duM  be  quite  willing  that  my 
contention  may  stand  or  fall. 

The  English  {as  well  oa  the  Greek)  of  the  newly  "  Revised 
Version "  is  hopelessly  at  fault.  It  is  to  me  simply  unintelr 
ligible  how  a  company  of  Scholars  can  have  spent  ten  years  in 
elaborating  such  a  very  unsatisfactory  production.  Their 
uncouth  phraseology  and  their  jerky  sentences^  their  pedantic 
obscurity  and  their  unidiomatic  English,  contrast  painfully 
with  ^^  the  happy  turns  of  expression,  the  music  of  the  cadences^ 
the  felicities  of  the  rhythm  "  of  our  Authorized  Version.  The 
transition  from  one  to  the  other,  as  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln 
remarks,  is  like  exchanging  a  wdUbuilt  carriage  for  a  vehicle 
without  springs,  in  which  you  get  Jolted  to  death  on  a  newly- 
mended  and  rarely-traversed  road.  Bid  the  ^^  Revised  Ver- 
sion "  is  inaccurate  as  well ;  exhibits  defective  scholarsliip,  I 
mean,  in  countless  places. 

It  is,  however,  the  systematic  deprayation  of  the  underlying 
Greek  which  does  so  grievously  offend  me :  for  this  is  nothing 
else  hut  a  poisoning  of  the  Biver  of  Life  at  its  sacred  source. 
Our  Bevisers,  (with  the  best  and  purest  intentions,  no  doxibt,) 
stand  convicted  of  having  deliberately  rejected  the  words  of 
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Inspiration  in  every  page,  cmd  of  having  substituted  for  them 
fabricated  Readings  which  the  Ohwrch  has  long  since  refused  to 
acknowledge^  or  else  has  rejected  with  abhorrence ;  and  which 
only  survive  at  this  time  in  a  little  handful  of  documents  of 
the  most  depraved  type. 

As  Critics  they  have  had  abundant  warning.  Twelve  years 
ago  (1871)  a  volume  appeared  on  'the  last  TweWe  Verses  of 
the  Gospel  according  to  S.  Mark/ — of  which  the  declared 
object  was  to  vindicate  those  Verses  against  certain  critical 
chjectors,  and  to  establish  them  by  an  exhaustive  argumentative 
process.  Up  to  this  hour,  for  a  very  obvious  reason,  no  answer 
to  thai  volume  has  been  attempted.  And  yet,  at  the  end  often 
years  (1881), — not  only  in  the  Bevised  English  but  also  in  the 
volume  which  professes  to  exhibit  the  underlying  Cheek,  {which 
at  least  is  indefensible,)^the  Bevisers  a/re  observed  to  separate 
off  those  Twelve  precious  Verses  from  their  context,  in  token  that 
they  are  no  part  of  the  genuine  Qospel.  Such  a  deliberate  pre- 
ference  of  *  mumpsimus '  to  *  sumpsimus 'is  by  no  means  calcu- 
lated  to  conciliate  favowr,  or  even  to  win  respect.  The  Bevisers 
have  in  fact  been  the  dupes  of  an  ingenious  Theorist,  concerning 
whose  extraordinary  views  you  are  invited  to  read  what  Dr. 
Scrivener  has  recently  put  forth.  The  words  of  the  last-named 
writer  (who  is  facile  princeps  in  Textual  Criticism)  will  be 
found  facing  the  beginning  of  the  present  Dedication. 

If,  therefore,  any  do  complain  that  I  have  sometimes  hit  my 
opponents  rather  hard,  I  take  leave  to  point  out  that  '^  to  every- 
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thinff  there  is  a  season,  and  a  time  to  every  purpose  under  the 
sv/n " :  "a  time  to  enibraee,  and  a  time  to  be  far  from  em- 
bracing*^:' a  time  for  ^peaking  smoothly,  and  a  time  for 
speaking  sharply.  And  that  when  the  words  of  Inspiration  are 
serioudy  imperilled,  as  now  they  are,  it  is  scarcely  possible  for 
one  who  is  determined  effedually  to  preserve  the  D^sit  in  its 
integrity,  to  hit  either  too  straight  or  too  hard.  In  handling 
certain  recent  utterances  of  Bishop  Ellieott,  I  considered 
throughot^  that  it  was  the  *  Textual  Critic,' — not  the  Successor 
of  (lie  Apostles, — with  whom  I  had  to  do. 

And  thus  I  commend  my  Volume,  the  fruit  of  many  years 
of  incessant  anxious  toil,  to  your  indulgence :  requesting  that 
you  unit  receive  it  as  a  token  of  my  sincere  respect  and  ad- 
miration; and  desiring  to  be  rememhered,  my  dear  Lord 
Oranbrook,  as 

Your  grateful  and  affectiotiate 

Friend  and  Servant, 

JOHN  W.  BUBQON. 

Deavbrt,  Chichsstbr, 
All  Saints*  Day,  188t3. 
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The  ensuing  three  Articles  from  the  'Quarterly  Eeview/ 
—(wrung  out  of  me  by  the  publication  [May  17th,  1881] 
of  the  *  Eevision '  of  our  '  Authorized  Version  of  the  New 
Testament/) — ^appear  in  their  present  form  in  compliance 
with  an  amount  of  continuous  solicitation  that  they  should 
be  separately  published,  which  it  would  have  been  alike  un- 
reasonable and  ungracious  to  disregard.  I  was  not  prepared 
for  it.  It  has  caused  me — as  letter  after  letter  has  reached 
my  hands — mixed  feelings;  has  revived  all  my  original 
disinclination  and  regret.  For,  gratified  as  I  cannot  but  feel 
by  the  reception  my  labours  have  met  with, — (and  only  the 
Author  of  my  being  knows  what  an  amount  of  antecedent 
toil  is  represented  by  the  ensuing  pages,)— I  yet  deplore 
more  heartily  than  I  am  able  to  express,  the  injustice  done 
to  the  cause  of  Truth  by  handling  the  subject  in  this  frag- 
mentary way,  and  by  exhibiting  the  evidence  for  what  is 
most  certainly  true,  in  such  a  very  incomplete  form.  A 
systematic  Treatise  is  the  indispensable  condition  for  securing 
cordial  assent  to  the  view  for  which  I  mainly  contend.  The 
cogency  of  the  argument  lies  entirely  in  the  cumulative 
character  of  the  proof.  It  requires  to  be  demonstrated  by 
induction  from  a  large  collection  of  particular  instances,  as 
well  as  by  the  complex  exhibition  of  many  converging  lines 
of  evidence,  that  the  testimony  of  one  small  group  of 
documents,  or  rather,  of  one  particular  manuscript, — (namely 
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the  Vatican  Codex  b,  which,  for  some  unexplained  reason,  it 
is  just  now  the  fashion  to  regard  with  superstitious  deference,) 
— is  the  reverse  of  trustworthy.  Nothing  in  fact  but  a 
considerable  Treatise  will  ever  effectually  break  the  yoke  of 
that  iron  tyranny  to  which  the  excellent  Bishop  of  Gloucester 
and  Bristol  and  his  colleagues  have  recently  bowed  their 
necks;  and  are  now  for  imposing  on  all  English-iSpeaking 
men.  In  brief,  if  I  were  not,  on  the  one  hand,  thoroughly 
convinced  of  the  strength  of  my  position, — (and  I  know  it 
to  be  absolutely  impregnable) ; — ^yet  more,  if  on  the  other 
hand,  I  did  not  cherish  entire  confidence  in  the  practical 
good  sense  and  fairness  of  the  English  mind; — I  could 
not  have  brought  myself  to  come  before  the  public  in  the 
unsystematic  way  which  alone  is  possible  in  the  pages  of 
a  Review.  I  must  have  waited,  at  all  hazards,  till  I  had 
finished  '  my  Book.'  • 

But  then,  delay  would  have  been  fatal.  I  saw  plainly 
that  unless  a  sharp  blow  was  delivered  immediately,  the 
Citadel  would  be  in  the  enemy's  hands.  I  knew  also  that  it 
was  just  possible  to  condense  into  60  or  70  closely-printed 
pages  what  must  logically  prove  fatal  to  the  *  Eevision.'  So 
I  set  to  work;  and  during  the  long  summer  days  of  1881 
(June  to  September)  the  foremost  of  these  three  Articles  was 
elaborated.  When  the  October  number  of  '  the  Quarterly ' 
appeared,  I  comforted  myself  with  the  secret  consciousness 
that  enough  was  by  this  time  on  record,  even  had  my  life 
been  suddenly  brought  to  a  close,  to  secure  the  ultimate  re- 
jection of  the  'Eevision'  of  1881.  I  knew  that  the  'New 
Greek  Text,'  (and  therefore  the  '  New  English  Version '), 
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had  received  its  death-blow.     It  might  for  a  few  years  drag 
out  a  maimed  existence ;  eagerly  defended  by  some, — timidly 
pleaded  for  by  others.     But  such  efforts  could  be  of  no  avaiL 
Its  days  were  already  numbered.    The  effect  of  more  and 
yet  more  learned  investigation, — of  more  elaborate  and  more 
extended  inquiry, — m/ust  be  to  convince  mankind  more  and 
yet  more  thoroughly  that  the  principles  on  which  it  had  been 
constructed  were  radically  unsoimd.   In  the  end,  when  parti- 
sanship had  cooled  down,  and  passion  had  evaporated,  and 
prejudice  had  ceased  to  find  an  auditory,  the  '  Eevision '  of 
1881  must  come  to  be  universally  regarded  as — what  it  most 
certainly  is, — the  most  astonishing,  as  well  as  the  most  calamitous 
literary  blunder  of  the  Age. 

I.  I  pointed  out  that  *  the  New  Greek  Text,' — which,  in 
defiance  of  their  instructions,^  the  Eevisionists  of  *  the 
Authorized  English  Version '  had  been  so  ill-advised  as  to 
spend  ten  years  in  elaborating, — was  a  wholly  untrustworthy 
performance :  was  full  of  the  gravest  errors  from  beginning 
to  end:  had  been  constructed  throughout  on  an  entirely 
mistaken  Theory.  Availing  myself  of  the  published  confes- 
sion of  one  of  the  Eevisionists,^  I  explained  the  nature  of 
the  calamity  which  had  befallen  the  Eevision.  I  traced  the 
mischief  home  to  its  true  authors, — Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort ; 
a  copy  of  whose  unpublished  Text  of  the  N.  T.  (the  most 
,  vicious  in  existence)  had  been  confidentially,  and  under 
pledges  of  the  strictest  secrecy,  placed  in  the  hands  of  every 


'  Any  one  who  desires  to  see  this  charge  established,  is  invited  to  read 
from  page  399  to  page  413  of  what  follows. 
•  Dr.  Newth.    See  pp.  37-9. 
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member  of  the  revising  Body.^  I  called  attention  to  the 
fact  that)  unacquainted  with  the  difficult  and  delicate  science 
of  Textual  Criticism,  the  Eevisionists  had,  in  an  evil  hour, 
surrendered  themselves  to  Dr.  Hort's  guidance :  had  preferred 
his  counsels  to  those  of  Prebendary  Scrivener,  (an  infinitely 
more  trustworthy  guide):  and  that  the  work  before  the 
public  was  the  piteous — but  inevitdble — result.  All  this  I 
explained  in  the  October  number  of  the  *  Quarterly  Review  * 
for  1881.' 

II.  In  thus  demonstrating  the  worthlessness  of  the  *  New 
Greek  Text*  of  the  Eevisionists,  I  considered  that  I  had 
destroyed  the  key  of  their  position.  And  so  perforce  I 
had:  for  if  the  underlying  Greek  Text  be  mistaken,  what 
else  but  incorrect  must  the  English  Translation  be  ?  But  on 
examining  the  so-called  '  Revision  of  the  Authorized  Ver- 
sion/ I  speedily  made  the  further  discovery  that  the  Revised 
English  would  have  been  in  itself  intolerable,  even  had  the 
Greek  been  let  alone.  In  the  first  place,  to  my  surprise  and 
annoyance,  it  proved  to  be  a  New  Translation  (rather  than  a 
Revision  of  the  Old)  which  had  been  attempted.  Painfully 
apparent  were  the  tokens  which  met  me  on  every  side 
that  the  Revisionists  had  been  supremely  eager  not  so  much 
to  correct  none  but  "  plain  and  clear  errors," — as  to  introduce 
as  many  changes  into  the  English  of  the  New  Testament 
Scriptures  as  they  conveniently  could.^  A  skittish  impatience 
of  the  admirable  work  before  them,  and  a  strange  inability 


*  See  pp.  24-9  :  97,  &c  *  See  below,  pp.  1  to  110. 

•  This  will  be  found  more  fully  explained  from  pp.  127  to  130:  pp.  154 
to  164 :  also  pp.  400  to  403.    S(K!  also  the  quotations  on  pp.  112  and  368. 
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tx)  appreciate  its  manifold  excellences  : — a  singular  imagina- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  promiscuous  Company  which  met  in 
the  Jerusalem  Chamber  that  they  were  competent  to  improve 
the  Authorized  Version  in  every  part,  and  an  unaccountable 
forgetfulness  that  the  fundamental  condition  under  which 
the  task  of  Eevision  had  been  by  themselves  undertaken, 
was  that  they  should  abstain  from  all  but  *^ necessary*' 
changes : — this  proved  to  be  only  part  of  the  ofifence  which 
the  Revisionists  had  committed.  It  was  found  that  they  had 
erred  through  defective  Scholarship  to  an  extent,  and  with  a 
frequency,  which  to  me  is  simply  inexplicable.  I  accordingly 
made  it  my  business  to  demonstrate  all  this  in  a  second 
Article  which  appeared  in  the  next  (the  January)  number 
of  the  •  Quarterly  Review,'  and  was  entitled  'The  New 
Engush  Translation.'^ 

IIL  Thereupon,  a  pretence  was  set  up  in  many  quarters, 
(btU  only  by  the  Bevisionists  arid  their  frie/nds^  that  all  my 
labour  hitherto  had  been  thrown  away,  because  I  had  omitted 
to  disprove  the  principles  on  which  this  *  New  Greek  Text  * 
13  founded.  I  flattered  myself  indeed  that  quite  enough  had 
been  said  to  make  it  logically  certain  that  the  underlying 
*  Textual  Theory '  must  be  worthless.  But  I  was  not  suffered 
to  cherish  this  conviction  in  quiet.  It  was  again  and  again 
cast  in  my  teeth  that  I  had  not  yet  grappled  with  Drs.  West- 
cott  and  Hort's  *  arguments.*  "  Instead  of  condemning  their 
Text,  why  do  you  not  disprove  their  Theory  ?"  It  was  taunt- 
ingly insinuated  that  I  knew  better  than  to  cross  swords 


'  Sec  below,  pp.  113  to  232. 
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with  the  two  Cambridge  Professors.  This  reduced  me  to  the 
necessity  of  either  leaving  it  to  be  inferred  from  my  silence 
that  I  had  found  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort's  'arguments* 
unanswerable ;  or  else  of  coming  forward  with  their  book  in 
my  hand,  and  demonstrating  that  in  their  solemn  pages  an 
attentive  reader  finds  himself  encountered  by  nothing  but  a 
series  of  unsupported  assumptions :  that  their  (so  called) 
'  Theory '  is  in  reality  nothing  else  but  a  weak  effort  of  the 
Imagination :  that  the  tissue  which  these  accomplished 
scholars  have  been  thirty  years  in  elaborating,  proves  on 
inspection  to  be  as  flimsy  and  as  worthless  as  any  spider's 
web. 

I  made  it  my  business  in  consequence  to  expose,  some- 
what in  detail,  (in  a  third  Article,  which  appeared  in  the 
*  Quarterly  Eeview '  for  April  1882),  the  absolute  absurdity, 
— (I  use  the  word  advisedly) — of 'Westcott  and  Hort's 
New  Textual  Theory  ; '  ^  and  I  now  respectfully  commend 
those  130  pages  to  the  attention  of  candid  and  unprejudiced 
readers.  It  were  idle  to  expect  to  convince  any  others.  We 
have  it  on  good  authority  (Dr.  Westcott's)  that  "  he  who  has 
long  pondered  over  a  train  of  Eeasoning,  becomes  unable  to 
detect  its  weak  points!'  ^  A  yet  stranger  phenomenon  is,  that 
those  who  have  once  committed  themselves  to  an  erroneous 
Theory,  seem  to  be  incapable  of  opening  their  eyes  to  the 
untrustworthiness  of  the  fabric  they  have  erected,  even  when 
it  comes  down  in  their  sight,  like  a  child's  house  built  with 
playing-cards, — and  presents  to  every  eye  but  their  own  the 
appearance  of  a  shapeless  ruin. 


*  See  below,  pp.  235  to  366.         *  Oospel  of  the  Hesurrection,  p.  viii. 


PREFACE.  XV 

§  1.  Two  full  years  have  elapsed  since  the  first  of  these 

Essays  was  published;  and  my  Criticism — for  the  best  of 

reasons  —  remains  to  this  hour  imanswered.     The  public 

has  been  assured  indeed,  (in  the  course  of  some  hysterical 

remarks  by  Canon  Farrar  ^),  that  "  the  '  Quarterly  Reviewer  * 

can  be  refuted  as  fully  as  he  desires  as  soon  as  any  scholar 

has  the  leisure  to  answer  him."    The  '  Quarterly  Reviewer  ' 

can   afford  to  wait, — if  the  Revisers  can.     But  they  are 

reminded  that  it  is  no  answer  to  one  who  has  demolished 

their  master's  '  Theory,'  for  the  pupils  to  keep  on  reproducing 

fragments  of  it ;  and  by  their  mistakes  and  exaggerations,  to 

make  both  themselves  and  him,  ridiculous. 


*  Reference  is  made  to  a  vulgar  eflFusion  in  the  *  Contemporary  Review ' 
for  March  1882 :  from  which  it  chiefly  appears  that  Canon  (now  Arch- 
deacon) Farrar  is  miahle  to  forgive  S.  Mark  the  Evangelist  for  having 
written  the  16th  verse  of  his  concluding  chapter.  The  Venerable  writer 
is  in  consequence  for  ever  denouncing  those  "  last  Twelve  Verses.^  In 
March  1882,  (pretending  to  review  my  Articles  in  the  *  Quarterly,')  he 
eays: — *'In  spite  of  Dean  Burgon's  Essay  on  the  subject,  the  minds  of 
most  scholars  are  quite  unalterMy  made  up  on  such  questions  as  the 
authenticity  of  the  last  twelve  verses  of  S.  Mark."  [Contemp(yrary  Be- 
view,  vol.  xli.  p.  365.]  And  in  the  ensuing  October, — **  If,  omong  positive 
retuUsj  any  one  should  set  down  such  facts  as  that . .  .  Mark  xvi.  9-20 . . . 
formed  no  part  of  the  original  apostolic  autograph  .  . .  Ho,  I  say,  who 
should  enumerate  these  points  as  being  beyond  the  reach  of  serious  dispute 
. . .  would  be  expressing  the  views  which  are  regarded  as  indisputable  by 
the  vast  majority  of  such  recent  critics  as  have  established  any  claim  to 
serious  attention."    [Expositor^  p.  173.] 

It  may  not  be  without  use  to  the  Venerable  writer  that  he  should  be 
reminded  that  critical  questions,  instead  of  being  disposed  of  by  such  lan- 
guage as  the  forgoing,  are  not  even  touched  thereby.  One  is  surprised  to 
have  to  tell  a  "  fellow  of  Trinity  College,  Cambridge,*'  so  obvious  a  truth 
as  that  by  such  writing  he  does  but  effectually  put  himself  out  of  court. 
By  proclaiming  that  his  mind  is  ''  quite  unalterably  made  up "  that  the 
end  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel  is  not  authentic,  he  admits  that  he  is  impervious 
to  argument  and  therefore  incapable  of  understanding  proof.  It  is  a  more 
waste  of  Ume  to  reason  with  an  unfortunate  who  announces  that  he 
is  beyond  the  reach  of  conviction. 
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§  2.  Thus,  a  writer  in  the  '  Church  Quarterly '  for  January 
1882,  (whose  knowledge  of  the  subject  is  entirely  derived 
from  what  Dr.  Hort  has  taught  him,) — being  evidently 
much  exercised  by  the  first  of  my  three  Articles  in  the 
'  Quarterly  Eeview,' — gravely  informs  the  public  that  "  it  is 
useless  to  parade  such  an  array  of  venerable  witnesses," 
(meaning  the  enumerations  of  Fathers  of  the  iiird,  rvth,  and 
vth  centuries  which  are  given  below,  at  pp.  42-4:  80-1  : 
84  :  133  :  212-3  :  359-60  :  421  :  423  :  486-90  ')—''f(yr  they 
have  absolutely  riothing  to  my  which  deserves  a  momefnts  hear- 
ing*'^ — ^What  a  pity  it  is,  (while  he  was  about  it),  that 
the  learned  gentleman  did  not  go  on  to  explain  that  the 
moon  is  made  of  green  cheese ! 

§  3.  Dr.  Sanday,*  in  a  kindred  spirit,  delivers  it  as  his 
opinion,  that  "  the  one  thing "  I  lack  "  is  a  grasp  on  the 
central  condition  of  the  problem : " — that  I  do  "  not  seem  to 
have  the  faintest  glimmering  of  the  principle  of '  Genealogy : ' " 
— that  I  am  "  all  at  sea : " — that  my  "  heaviest  batteries  are 
discharged  at  random : " — and  a  great  deal  more  to  the  same 
effect.  The  learned  Professor  is  quite  welcome  to  think  such 
things  of  me,  if  he  pleaaes.     Ov  <f>povTU  *\inroKKel!^, 

§  4.  At  the  end  of  a  year,  a  Reviewer  of  quite  a  diflferent 
calibre  made  his  appearance  in  the  January  number  (1883) 
of  the  '  Church  Quarterly : '  in  return  for  whose  not  very 


^  No.  xxviii.,  page  436.  If  any  one  cares  to  know  what  the  teaching 
was  which  the  writer  in  the  '  Church  Quarterly '  was  intending  to  repro- 
duce, he  is  invited  to  read  from  p.  296  to  p.  300  of  the  present  volume. 

*  Contemporary  Beview,  (Dec,  1881),— p.  985  seq. 
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encouraging  estimate  of  my  labours,  I  gladly  record  my 
conviction  that  if  he  will  seriously  apply  his  powerful  and 
accurate  mind  to  the  department  of  Textual  Criticism,  he 
will  probably  produce  a  work  which  will  help  materially  to 
establish  the  study  in  which  he  takes  such  an  intelligent 
interest,  on  a  scientific  basis.  But  then,  he  is  invited  to 
accept  the  friendly  assurance  that  the  indispensable  condi- 
tion of  success  in  this  department  is,  that  a  man  should  give 
to  the  subject,  (which  is  a  very  intricate  one  and  abounds  in 
unexplored  problems),  his  undivided  attention  for  an  extended 
period.  I  trust  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  suggestion 
that  one  who  has  not  done  this,  should  be  very  circumspect 
when  he  sits  in  judgment  on  a  neighbour  of  his  who,  for 
very  many  years  past,  has  given  to  Textual  Criticism  the 
whole  of  his  time; — has  freely  sacrificed  health,  ease,  re- 
laxation, even  necessary  rest,  to  this  one  object ; — has  made 
it  his  one  business  to  acquire  such  an  independent  mastery 
of  the  subject  as  shall  qualify  him  to  do  battle  successfully 
for  the  imperilled  letter  of  God's  Word.  My  friend  however 
thinks  dififerently.    He  says  of  me, — 

*'In  his  first  Article  there  was  something  amusing  in  the 
simplicity  with  which  'Lloyd's  Greek  Testament'  (which  is 
only  a  convenient  little  Oxford  edition  of  the  ordinary  kind) 
was  put  forth  as  the  final  standard  of  appeal.  It  recalled  to 
our  recollection  Bentley's  sarcasm  upon  the  text  of  Stephanus, 
which  *yonr  learned  Whitbyus'  takes  for  the  sacred  original  in 
every  syllabW    (P.  354.) 

§  5.  On  referring  to  the  passage  where  my  *  simplicity ' 
has  afforded  amusement  to  a  friend  whose  brilliant  conver- 
sation is  always  a  delight  to  mey  I  read  as  follows, — 

b 
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**  It  is  discovered  that  in  the  111  (out  of  320)  pages  of  a  copy 
of  Lloyd's  Greek  Testament,  in  which  alone  these  five  manu- 
scripts are  collectively  available  for  comparison  in  the  Gospels, 
— the  serious  deflections  of  a  from  the  Textus  Beceptus  amount 
in  all  to  only  842 :  whereas  in  c  they  amount  to  1798  :  in  b,  to 
2370 :  in  K,  to  3392 :  in  d,  to  4697.  The  readings  pecuiiar  to  A 
within  the  same  limits  are  133 :  those  peculiar  to  c  are  170.  But 
those  of  B  amount  to  197 :  while  k  exhibits  443 :  and  the  read- 
ings peculiar  to  d  (within  the  same  limits),  are  no  fewer  than 
1829  ....  We  submit  that  these  facts  are  not  altogether 
calcolated  to  inspire  confidence  in  codices  b  k  c  d."  ^ 

§  6.  But  how  (let  me  ask)  does  it  appear  from  this,  that 
I  have  "  put  forth  Lloyd's  Greek  Test^unent  as  the  Jinal 
standard  of  Appeal "?  True,  that,  in  order  to  exhibit  clearly 
their  respective  divergences,  I  have  referred  five  famous 
codices  (a  b  k  c  d) — certain  of  which  are  found  to  have 
turned  the  brain  of  Critics  of  the  new  school — ^to  one  and  the 
aame  familiar  exJdbition  of  the  commonly  received  Text  of  the 
New  Testament :  but  by  so  doing  I  have  not  by  any  means 
assumed  the  Texttud  purity  of  that  common  standard.  In 
other  words  I  have  not  made  it  "<A«  Jinal  standard  of 
Appeal.**  All  Critics, — wherever  found, — at  all  times,  have 
collated  with  the  commonly  received  Text :  but  only  as  the 
most  convenient  standard  of  Comparison  ;  not,  surely,  as  the 


»  Q.  B.  (Na  304,)  p.  313.— The  passage  referred  to  will  be  found  below 
(at  p.  14), — slightly  modified,  in  order  to  protect  myself  against  the  risk 
oi future  misconception.  My  Reviewer  refers  to  four  other  places.  He  will 
find  that  my  only  object  in  them  all  was  to  prove  that  codices  a  b  K  o  d 
yidd  divergent  testimony;  and  therefore,  so  habitually  contradict  one 
another,  as  efifectually  to  invabdate  their  own  evidence  throughout  This 
has  never  been  proved  before.  It  can  only  be  proved,  in  fact,  by  one  who 
has  laboriously  collated  the  codices  in  question,  and  submitted  to  the 
drudgery  of  exactly  tabulating  the  results 
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absolute  standard  of  Excellence.  The  result  of  the  experiment 
already  referred  to, — (and,  I  beg  to  say,  it  was  an  exceed- 
ingly laborious  experiment,) — has  been,  to  demonstrate  that 
the  five  Manuscripts  in  question  stand  apart  from  one  another 
in  the  following  proportions : — 

842  (a)  :  1798  (c)  :  2370  (b)  :  3392  («)  :  4697  (d). 

But  would  not  the  same  result  have  been  obtained  if  the 
'five  old  uncials'  had  been  referred  to  any  other  common 
standard  which  can  he  n^med  ?  In  the  meantime,  what  else 
is  the  inevitable  inference  fix)m  this  phenomenon  but  that 
four  out  of  the  five  must  be — while  all  the  five  may  be — 
outrageously  depraved  documents  ?  instead  of  being  fit  to  be 
made  our  exclusive  guides  to  the  Truth  of  Scripture, — as 
Critics  of  the  school  of  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles  would  have 
us  believe  that  they  are  ? 

§  7.  I  cited  a  book  which  is  in  the  hands  of  every  school- 
boy, (Lloyd's  *  Greek  Testament,')  only  in  order  to  facilitate 
reference,  and  to  make  sure  that  my  statements  would  be 
at  once  understood  by  the  least  learned  person  who  could 
be  supposed  to  have  access  to  the  '  Quarterly.'  I  presumed 
every  scholar  to  be  aware  that  Bp.  Iloyd  (1827)  professes  to 
reproduce  Mill's  text;  and  that  Mill  (1707)  reproduces  the 
text  of  Stephens ;  ^  and  that  Stephens  (1550)  exhibits  with 
sufficient  accuracy  the  Traditional  text, — which  is  confessedly 


1  ^  Damus  tibi  in  manus  Novam  Testamentum  idem  pro/ectOf  quod  ad 
textnm  attinet,  com  ed.  MilUanft," — are  the  well  known  opening  words 
of  the  *  Monitnm  *  prefixed  to  Lloyd's  N.  T. — And  Mill,  accordlDg  to 
Scrivener,  [Introduction^  p.  399,]  "  only  aims  at  reproduciDg  Stephens* 
taxi  of  1550,  though  in  a  few  places  he  departs  from  it,  whether  hy  accideot 
or  design."    Such  places  are  found  to  amount  in  all  to  twenty-nine. 
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at  least  1530  years  old.*  Now,  if  a  tolerable  approximation 
to  the  text  of  a.d.  350  may  not  be  accepted  as  a  standard  of 
Comparison, — will  the  writer  in  the  '  Church  Quarterly '  be 
so  obliging  as  to  inform  us  which  exhibition  of  the  sacred 
Text  may  f 

§  8.  A  pamphlet  by  the  Bishop  of  Gloucester  and  Bristol,' 
which  appeared  in  April  1882,  remains  to  be  considered. 
Written  expressly  in  defence  of  the  Eevisers  and  their  New 
Greek  Text,  this  composition  displays  a  slendemess  of 
acquaintance  with  the  subject  now  under  discussion,  for 
which  I  was  little  prepared.  Inasmuch  however  as  it  is  the 
production  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Eevisionist  body,  and 
professes  to  be  a  reply  to  my  first  two  Articles,  I  have 
bestowed  upon  it  an  elaborate  and  particular  rejoinder 
extending  to  an  hundred-and-fifty  pages.^  I  shall  in 
consequence  be  very  brief  concerning  it  in  this  place. 

§  9.  The  respected  writer  does  nothing  else  but  reproduce 
Westcott  and  Hort's  theory  in  Westcott  and  Sort's  words. 
He  contributes  nothing  of  his  own.  The  singular  infelicity 
which  attended  his  complaint  that  the  '  Quarterly  Eeviewer ' 
"  censures  their  [Westcott  and  Hort's]  Text,"  but,  "  has  not 
attempted  a  serious  examination  of  the  arguments  which  they 
allege  in  its  support,"  I  have  sufficiently  dwelt  upon  else- 
where.*   The  rest  of  the  Bishop's  contention  may  be  summed 


>  See  below,  pp.  257-8 :  also  p.  390. 

■  The  Bevisers  and  the  Greek  Text  (^  the  New  Testament,  &c. — Mac- 
millan,  pp.  79. 
»  See  below,  pp.  369  to  520.  *  Pages  371-2. 


PREFACE.  xxi 

up  in  two  propositions : — The  first,  (I.)  That  if  the  Revision- 
wts  are  wrong  in  their  *  New  Greek  Text/  then  (not  only 
Westcott  and  Hort,  but)  Lachmann,  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles 
must  be  wrong  also, — ^a  statement  which  I  hold  to  be  incon- 
trovertible.— The  Bishop's  other  position  is  also  undeniable : 
viz.  (IL)  That  in  order  to  pass  an  equitable  judgment  on 
ancient  documents,  they  are  to  be  carefully  studied,  closely 
compared,  and  tested  by  a  more  scientific  process  than  rough 
comparison  with  the  Textus  Recqptus}  .  .  .  Thus,  on  botb^ 
heads,  I  find  myself  entirely  at  one  with  Bp.  Ellicott 

§  10.  And  yet, — ^as  the  last  150  pages  of  the  present 
volume  show, — I  have  the  misfortune  to  be  at  issue  with  the 
learned  writer  on  almost  every  particular  which  he  proposes 
for  discussion.     Thus, 

§  11.  At  page  64  of  his  pamphlet,  he  fastens  resolutely 
upon  the  famous  problem  whether  '  God  '  (©eo?),  or  *  who ' 
(29),  is  to  be  read  in  1  Timothy  iii.  16.  I  had  upheld 
the  former  reading  in  eight  pages.  He  contends  for  the 
latter,  with  something  like  acrimony,  in  twelve.*  I  have 
been  at  the  pains,  in  consequence,  to  write  a  '  Dissertation  * 
of  seventy-six  pages  on  this  important  subject,^ — the  prepar- 
ation of  which  (may  I  be  allowed  to  record  the  circumstance 
in  passing  ?)  occupied  me  closely  for  six  months,^  and  taxed 
me  severely.  Thus,  the  only  point  which  Bishop  Ellicott 
has  condescended  to  discuss  argumentatively  with  me,  will 
be  found  to  enjoy  full  half  of  my  letter  to  him  in  reply. 


*  Pamphlet,  pp.  77 :  39,  40,  41.  'See  below,  p.  426. 

'  Pages  424-501.  *  From  January  till  June  1883. 

C  2 
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The  '  Dissertation '  referred  to,  I  submit  with  humble  confi- 
dence to  the  judgment  of  educated  Englishmen.  It  requires 
no  learning  to  understand  the  case.  And  I  have  particularly 
to  request  that  those  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  look  into 
this  question,  will  remember, — :(1)  That  the  place  of  Scrip- 
ture discussed  (viz.  1  Tim.  iii.  16)  was  deliberately  selected 
for  a  trial  of  strength  by  the  Bishop :  (I  should  not  have 
chosen  it  myself): — (2)  That  on  the  issue  of  the  conten- 
tion  which  he  has  thus  himself  invited,  we  have  respectively 
staked  our  critical  reputation.  The  discussion  exhibits  very 
fairly  our  two  methods, — his  and  mine ;  and  "  is  of  great 
importance  as  an  example,"  "illustrating  in  a  striking 
manner"  our  respective  positions, — as  the  Bishop  himself 
has  been  careful  to  remind  his  readers.^ 

§  12.  One  merely  desirous  of  taking  a  general  survey  of 
this  question,  is  invited  to  read  fixim  page  485  to  496  of  the 
present  volume.  To  understand  the  case  thoroughly,  he 
must  submit  to  the  labour  of  beginning  at  p.  424  and  reading 
down  to  p.  501. 

§  13.  A  thoughtful  person  who  has  been  at  the  pains  to  do 
this,  will  be  apt  on  laying  down  the  book  to  ask, — "  But  is 
it  not  very  remarkable  that  so  many  as  five  of  the  ancient 
Versions  should  favour  the  reading  'which,'  (jiva-nipiov'  h 
i(l)av€pol>er),)  instead  of  '  €k)D '  (Oco?)  "  ?— "  Yes,  it  is  very 
remarkable,"  I  answer.  "  For  though  the  Old  Latin  and  the 
two  Egyptian  Versions  are  constantly  observed  to  conspire 


*  Pamphlet,  p.  76. 
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in  error,  they  rarely  find  allies  in  the  Peschito  and  the 
-Ethiopia  On  the  other  hand,  you  are  to  remember  that 
besides  Versions,  the  Fathers  have  to  be  inquired  after  : 
while  more  important  than  either  is  the  testimony  of  the 
CopiEa  Now,  the  combined  witness  to  *God'  (Seosi), — so 
multitudinous,  so  respectable,  so  varied,  so  unequivocal, — of 
the  Copies  and  of  the  Fathers  (in  addition  to  three  of  the 
Versions)  is  simply  overwhelming.  It  becomes  imdeniable 
that  Beo?  is  by  far  the  best  supported  reading  of  the  present 
place." 

§  14.  When,  however,  such  an  one  as  Tischendorf  or 
Tregelles, — Hort  or  Ellicott, — ^would  put  me  down  by  re- 
minding me  that  half-a-dozen  of  the  oldest  Versions  are 
against  me, — "  That  argument "  (I  reply)  "  is  not  allowable 
on  your  lips.  For  if  the  united  testimony  of  Jive  of  the 
Versions  really  be,  in  your  account,  decisive, — ^Why  do  you 
deny  the  genuineness  of  the  '  last  Twelve  Verses  of  S.  Mark's 
Grospel,  which  are  recognized  by  every  one  of  the  Versions? 
Those  Verses  are  besides  attested  by  every  knoton  Copy,  except 
two  of  bad  character :  by  a  mighty  chorus  of  Fathers :  by  the 
unfaltering  Tradition  of  the  Church  universal.  First  remove 
from  S.  Mark  xvi.  20,  your  brand  of  suspicion,  aud  then 
come  back  to  me  in  order  that  we  may  discuss  together  how 
1  Tim.  iii  16  is  to  be  read.  And  yet,  when  you  come  back, 
it  must  not  be  to  plead  in  favour  of  '  who '  (09),  in  place  of 
'  God  '  (©€09).  For  not '  who '  (09),  remember,  but '  which '  (o) 
is  the  reading  advocated  by  those  five  earliest  Versions."  .  .  . 
In  other  words, — the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  which  the 
Eevisers  have  adopted,  enjoys,  (as  I  have  shown  from  page 
428  to  page  501),   the  feeblest  attestalion  of  any;    besides 
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being  condemned  by  internal  considerations  and  the  universal 
Tradition  of  the  Eastern  Church. 

§  15.  I  pass  on,  after  modestly  asking, — Is  it  too  much  to 
hope,  (I  covet  no  other  guerdon  for  my  labour!)  that  we 
shall  hear  no  more  about  substituting  "  who  "  for  "  (JoD  **  in 
1  Tim.  iii  16  ?  We  may  not  go  on  disputing  for  ever :  and 
surely,  imtil  men  are  able  to  produce  some  more  cogent 
evidence  than  has  yet  come  to  light  in  support  of  "the 
mystery  of  godliness,  wJio"  (to  t§9  evaefiela^  ^varripwv* 
59), — all  sincere  inquirers  after  Truth  are  bound  to  accept 
that  reading  which  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  by  far  the 
best  attested.     Enough  however  on  this  head. 

§  16.  It  was  said  just  now  that  I  cordially  concur  with 
Bp.  EUicott  in  the  second  of  his  two  propositions, — viz.  That 
"  no  equitable  judgment  can  be  passed  on  ancient  documents 
imtil  they  are  carefully  studied,  and  closely  compared  with 
each  other,  and  tested  by  a  more  scientific  process  than  rough 
comparison  with  "  the  Textm  Beceptus.  I  wish  to  add  a  few 
words  on  this  subject :  the  rather,  because  what  I  am  about 
to  say  will  be  foimd  as  applicable  to  my  Beviewer  in  the 
'  Church  Quarterly '  as  to  the  Bishop.  Both  have  misappre- 
hended this  matter,  and  in  exactiy  the  same  way.  Where 
such  accomplished  Scholars  have  erred,  what  wonder  if 
ordinary  readers  should  find  themselves  all  a-field  ? 

§  17.  In  Textual  Criticism  then,  "  rough  comparison  "  can 
seldom,  if  ever,  be  of  any  real  use.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
exact  ColkUion  of  documents  whether  ancient  or  modern  with 
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the  received  Text,  is  the  necessary  foundation  of  all  scientific 
Criticism.  I  employ  that  Text, — (as  Mill,  Bentley,  Wetstein ; 
Griesbach,  Matthsei,  Scholz ;  Tischendorf,  Tregelles,  Scrivener, 
employed  it  before  me,) — ^not  as  a  criterion  of  Excellence,  but 
as  a  standard  of  Comparison.  All  this  will  be  foimd  fully 
explained  below,  firom  page  383  to  page  391.  Whenever  I 
would  judge  of  the  avihenticUy  of  any  particular  reading,  I 
insist  on  bringing  it,  wherever  found, — whether  in  Justin 
Martyr  and  Iren^us,  on  the  one  hand ;  or  in  Stephens  and 
Elzevir,  on  the  other; — ^to  the  test  of  Catholic  Antiquity,  If 
that  witness  is  consentient,  or  very  nearly  so,  whether  for  or 
against  any  given  reading,  I  hold  it  to  be  decisive.  To  no 
other  system  of  arbitration  will  I  submit  myself.  I  decline 
to  recognise  any  other  criterion  of  Truth. 

§  18.  What  compels  me  to  repeat  this  so  often,  is  the 
impatient  self-sufficiency  of  these  last  days,  which  is  for 
breaking  away  from  the  old  restrtdnts ;  and  for  erecting  the 
individual  conscience  into  an  authority  from  which  there 
shall  be  no  appeal  I  know  but  too  well  how  laborious  is 
the  scientific  method  which  /  advocate.  A  long  summer  day 
disappears,  while  the  student — ^with  all  his  appliances  about 
him — ^is  resolutely  threshing  out  some  minute  textual  problem. 
Another,  and  yet  another  bright  day  vanishes.  Comes  Saturday 
evening  at  last,  and  a  page  of  illegible  manuscript  is  all  that 
he  has  to  show  for  a  week's  heavy  toil.  Qtwtisqtie  tandem  t 
And  yet,  it  is  the  indispensable  condition  of  progress  in  an 
unexplored  region,  that  a  few  should  thus  labour,  until  a 
path  has  been  cut  through  the  forest, — a  road  laid  down, — 
huts  built, — a  modus  vivendi  established.    In  this  department 
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of  sacred  Science,  men  have  been  going  on  too  long  inventing 
their  facts,  and  delivering  themselves  of  oracular  decrees,  on 
the  sole  responsibility  of  their  own  inner  consciousness. 
There  is  great  convenience  in  such  a  method  certainly, — a 
charming  simpUcity  which  is  in  a  high  degree  attractive  to 
flesh  and  blood.  It  dispenses  with  proof.  It  furnishes  no 
evidence.  It  asserts  when  it  ought  to  argue.^  It  reiterates 
when  it  is  called  upon  to  explain.*  "  I  am  sir  Oracle."  . .  . 
This, — which  I  venture  to  style  the  unsderUific  method, — 
reached  its  culminating  point  when  Professors  Westcott  and 
Hort  recently  put  forth  their  Eecension  of  the  Greek  Text. 
Their  work  is  indeed  quite  a  psychological  curiosity. 
Incomprehensible  to  me  is  it  how  two  able  men  of 
disciplined  understandings  can  have  seriously  put  forth 
the  volume  which  they  call  "Introduction — Appendix." 
It  is  the  very  Beductio  ad  ahmrdum  of  the  uncritical 
method  of  the  last  fifty  years.  And  it  is  especially  in 
opposition  to  this  new  method  of  theirs  that  I  so  strenuously 
insist  that  the  consentient  voice  of  Catholic  Antiquity  is  to  be 
diligently  inquired  after  and  submissively  listened  to;  for 
that  this,  in  the  end,  will  prove  our  only  safe  guide. 

§  19.  Let  this  be  a  sufficient  reply  to  my  Eeviewer  in 
the  *  Church  Quarterly,' — who,  I  observe,  notes,  as  a  funda- 
mental defect  in  my  Articles,  "  the  want  of  a  consistent  work- 
ing Theory,  such  as  would  enable  us  to  weigh,  as  well  as 
count,  the  suffrages  of  MSS.,  Versions,  and  Fathers."  ^  He  is 
reminded  that  it  was  no  part  of  my  business  to  propound  a 


^  E.g.  i)age8  252-268  :  269-277  :  306-308.        *  E.g.  pages  302-306. 

'  Page  354. 
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*  Theory/  My  method  I  have  explained  often  and  fully  enough. 
My  business  was  to  prove  that  the  theory  of  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort, — ^which  (as  Bp.  Ellicott's  pamphlet  proves)  has 
been  mainly  adopted  by  the  Eevisionists, — is  not  only  a 
worthless,  but  an  utterly  abstird  one.  And  I  have  proved 
it.  The  method  I  persistently  advocate  in  every  case  of  a 
supposed  doubtful  Beading,  (I  say  it  for  the  last  time,  and 
request  that  I  may  be  no  more  misrepresented,)  is,  that 
an  appeal  shall  le  unreservedly  made  to  Catholic  Antiqwity; 
and   that  the  combined  verdict  of  Manuscripts,  Versions, 

Fathers,  shall  be  regarded  as  decisive. 

• 

§  20.  I  find  myself,  in  the  mean  time,  met  by  the  scoffs, 
jeers,  misrepresentations  of  the  disciples  of  this  new  School ; 
who,  instead  of  producing  historical  facts  and  intelligible 
arguments,  appeal  to  the  decrees  of  their  teachers, — which  / 
disallow,  and  which  they  are  unable  to  substantiate.  They 
delight  in  announcing  that  Textual  Criticism  made  "  a  fresh 
departure  "  with  the  edition  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort :  that 
the  work  of  those  scholars  " marks  an  era"  and  is  spoken  of 
in  Germany  as  "  epoch-making."  My  own  belief  is,  that.the 
Edition  in  question,  if  it  be  epoch-making  at  all,  marks  that 
epoch  at  which  the  current  of  critical  thought,  reversing 
its  wayward  course,  began  once  more  to  flow  in  its  ancient 
healthy  channel.  *  Cloud-land '  having  been  duly  sighted  on 
the  14th  September  1881,^  "  a  fresh  departure  "  was  insisted 
upon  by  public  opinion, — and  a  deliberate  return  was  made, 
— to  terra  Jlrma,  and  terra  cognita,  and  common  sense.     So 


*  On  that  day  appeared  Dr.  Hurt's  *  Introduction  and  Appendix  *  to  the 
N".  T.  as  edited  by  himself  and  Dr.  Westcott. 
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far  from  "its  paramount  claim  to  the  respect  of  future 
generations,"  being  "the  restitution  of  a  more  ancient  and 
a  purer  Text," — I  venture  to  predict  that  the  edition  of  the 
two  Cambridge  Professors  will  be  hereafter  remembered  as 
indicating  the  furthest  point  ever  reached  by  the  self-evolved 
imaginations  of  English  disciples  of  the  school  of  Lachmann, 
Tischendorf,  Tregelles.  The  recoil  promises  to  be  complete. 
English  good  sense  is  ever  observed  to  prevail  in  the  long 
run ;  although  for  a  few  years  a  foreign  fashion  may  acquire 
the  ascendant,  and  beguile  a  few  unstable  wits. 

§  21.  It  only  remains  to  state  that  in  republishing  these 
Essays  I  have  availed  myself  of  the  opportimity  to  make 
several  corrections  and  additions ;  as  well  as  here  and  there 
to  expand  what  before  had  been  too  briefly  delivered.  My 
learned  friend  and  kind  neighbour,  the  Eev.  R.  Cowley 
Powles,  has  ably  helped  me  to  correct  the  sheets.  Much 
valuable  assistance  has  been  zealously  rendered  me  through- 
out by  my  nephew,  the  Rev.  William  F.  Rose,  Vicar  of 
Worle,  Somersetshire.  But  the  unwearied  patience  and  con- 
summate skill  of  my  Secretary  (M.  W.)  passes  praise.  Every 
syllable  of  the  present  volume  has  been  transcribed  by  her 
for  the  press ;  and  to  her  I  am  indebted  for  two  of  my  In- 
dices.— ^The  obligations  under  which  many  learned  men,  both 
at  home  and  abroad,  have  laid  me,  will  be  found  faithfully 
acknowledged,  in  the  proper  place,  at  the  foot  of  the  page.  I 
am  sincerely  grateful  to  them  all. 

§  22.  It  will  be  readily  believed  that  I  have  been  sorely 
tempted  to  recast  the  whole  and  to  strengthen  my  position 
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in  every  part :  but  then,  the  work  would  have  no  longer  been, 
— "Three  Articles  reprinted  from  the  Quarterly  Eeview." 
Earnestly  have  I  desired,  for  many  years  past,  to  produce 
a  systematic  Treatise  on  this  great  subject.  My  aspiration 
all  along  has  been,  and  still  is,  in  place  of  the  absolute 
Empiricism  which  has  hitherto  prevailed  in  Textual  inquiry 
to  exhibit  the  logical  outlines  of  what,  I  am  persuaded,  is 
destined  to  become  a  truly  delightful  Science.  But  I  more 
than  long, — I  fairly  ache  to  have  done  with  Controversy,  and 
to  be  free  to  devote  myself  to  the  work  of  Interpretation. 
My  apology  for  bestowing  so  large  a  portion  of  my  time  on 
Textual  Criticism,  is  David's  when  he  was  reproached  by  his 
brethren  for  appearing  on  the  field  of  battle, — "  Is  there  not 
a  cause  ? " 

§  23.  For, — ^let  it  clearly  be  noted, — it  is  no  longer  the 
case  that  critical  doubts  concerning  the  sacred  Text  are 
confined  to  critical  Editions  of  the  Greek.  So  long  as  scholars 
were  content  to  ventilate  their  crotchets  ia  a  little  arena  of 
their  own, — however  mistaken  they  might  be,  and  even 
though  they  changed  their  opinions  once  in  every  ten  years, — 
no  great  harm  was  likely  to  come  of  it.  Students  of  the 
Greek  Testament  were  sure  to  have  their  attention  called 
to  the  subject, — which  must  always  be  in  the  highest  degree 
desirable ;  and  it  was  to  be  expected  that  in  this,  as  in  every 
other  department  of  learning,  the  progress  of  Inquiry  would 
result  in  gradual  accessions  of  certain  Knowledge.  After 
many  years  it  might  be  found  practicable  to  put  forth  by 
authority  a  carefully  considered  Eevision  of  the  commonly 
received  Greek  Text. 


XXX  PREFACE. 

§  24.  But  instead  of  all  this,  a  Eevision  of  the  English 
Authorised  Version  having  been  sanctioned  by  the  Convocation 
of  the  Southern  Province  in  1871,  the  opportunity  was 
eagerly  snatched  at  by  two  irresponsible  scholars  of  the 
University  of  Cambridge  for  obtaining  the  general  sanction 
of  the  Eevising  body,  and  thus  indirectly  of  Convocation,  for 
a  private  venture  of  their  own, — their  own  privately  devised 
Eevision  of  the  Greek  Text  On  that  Greek  Text  of  theirs, 
(which  I  hold  to  be  the  most  depraved  which  has  ever 
appeared  in  print),  with  some  slight  modifications,  our 
Authorised  English  Version  has  been  silently  revised :  silently, 
I  say,  for  in  the  margin  of  the  English  no  record  is  preserved 
of  the  underlying  Textual  changes  which  have  been  introduced 
by  the  Revisionists.  On  the  contrary.  Use  has  been  made 
of  that  margin  to  insinuate  suspicion  and  distrust  in  count- 
less particulars  as  to  the  authenticity  of  the  Text  which 
has  been  suffered  to  remain  unaltered.  In  the  meantime, 
the  country  has  been  flooded  with  two  editions  of  the  New 
Greek  Text ;  and  thus  the  door  has  been  set  wide  open  for 
imiversal  mistrust  of  the  Truth  of  Scripture  to  enter. 

§  25.  Even  schoolboys,  it  seems,  are  to  have  these  crude 
views  thrust  upon  them.  Witness  the  'Cambridge  Greek 
Testament  for  Schools,'  edited  by  Dean  Perowne, — who  in- 
forms us  at  the  outset  that  'the  Syndics  of  the  Cawimdge 
University  Press  have  not  thought  it  desirable  to-  reprint  the 
text  in  common  use.'  A  consensus  of  Drs.  Tischendorf  and 
Tregelles, — who  confessedly  employed  the  setf-same  mistaken 
major  premiss  in  remodelling  the  Sacred  Text, — seems,  in  a 
general  way,  to  represent  those  Syndics'  notion  of  Textual 


PBEFAOE.  XXXI 

purity.     By  this  means  every  most  serious  deformity  in  the 
edition  of  Drs.  Westcott  and   Hort,  becomes  promoted  to 
honour,  and  is  being  thrust  on  the  unsuspecting  youth  of 
England   as  the  genuine   utterance  of  the    Holy  Ghost. 
Would  it  not  have  been  the  fairer,  the  more  faithful  as  well 
as  the  more  judicious  course, — seeing  that  in  respect  of  this 
abstruse  and  important  question  adJiiLC  mb  jvdice  lis  est, — 
to  wait  patiently  awhile  ?     Certainly  not  to  snatch  an  oppor- 
tunity **  while  men  slept,"  and  in  this  way  indirectly  to  pre- 
judge the  solemn  issue !    Not  by  such  methods  is  the  cause 
of  God's  Truth  on  earth  to  be  promoted.    Even  this  however 
is  not  all.     Bishop  Lightfoot  has  been  informed  that  "the 
Bible  Society  has  permitted  its  Translators  to  adopt  the  Text 
of  the  Eevised  Version  where  it  commends  itsdf  to  their 
judgmeTU"  *     In  other  words,  persons  wholly  unacquainted 
with   the  dangers  which  beset  this  delicate    and  difficult 
problem  are  invited  to  determine,  by  the  light  of  Nature 
and  on  the  'solvere  ambvlando*  principle,  what  is  inspired 
Scripture,  what  not :  and  as  a  necessary  consequence  are  en- 
couraged to  disseminate  in  heathen  lands  Seadings  which,  a 
few  years  hence, — (so  at  least  I  venture  to  predict,) — will 
be  universally  recognized  as  worthless. 

§  26.  If  all  this  does  not  constitute  a  valid  reason  for 
descending  into  the  arena  of  controversy,  it  would  in  my 
judgment  be  impossible  to  indicate  an  occasion  when  the 
Christian  soldier  is  called  upon  to  do  so : — the  rather,  because 
certain  of  those  who,  from  their  rank  and  station  in  the 


>  •  Charge^'  published  in  the  Guardian,  Dec.  20, 1882,  p.  1813. 
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Church,  ought  to  be  the  champions  of  the  Truth,  axe  at  this 
time  found  to  be  among  its  most  vigorous  assailant& 

S  27.  Let  me, — (and  with  this  I  conclude), — ^in  giving  the 

present  Volume  to  the  world,  be  allowed  to  request  that  it  may 

be  accepted  as  a  sample  of  how  Deans  employ  their  time, — 

the  use  they  make  of  their  opportunities.      Nowhere  but 

under  the  shadow  of  a  Cathedral,  (or  in  a  College,)  can  such 

laborious  endeavours  as  the  present  pro  JEcdmA  Dei  be 

successfully  prosecuted. 

J.  W.  B. 

DkANXBT,  CmOHESTKB, 

All  Saints*  Day,  188a 
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ARTICLE  I. 


THE  NEW  GREEK  TEXT. 


(     xlii     ) 


'^  One  question  in  connexion  with  the  Authorized  Version  I  have  pur- 
posely neglected.  It  seemed  useless  to  discuss  its  Revibion.  TJie  Bevision 
of  the  original  Texts  must  precede  the  Bevision  of  the  Translation :  and 
the  time  for  this,  even  in  the  New  Testament,  has  not  yet  fvXLy  corned — 
Dr.  Westcott.* 

"  It  is  my  honest  conviction  that  for  any  authoritative  Bevision,  we 
are  not  yet  mature ;  either  in  Bibiical  learning  or  Hellenistic  scholarship. 
There  is  good  scholarship  in  this  country, ....  but  it  has  certainly  not 
yet  heer^  sufficiently  directed  to  the  study  of  the  New  Testament ....  to 
render  any  national  attempt  at  Revision  either  hopeful  or  lastingly  profit- 
able."— Bishop  Eluoott.' 

"  I  am  persuaded  that  a  Revision  ought  to  come  :  I  am  convinced  that 
it  will  come.  Not  however,  I  would  trust,  as  yet ;  for  we  are  not  as  yet 
in  any  respect  prepared  for  it  The  Greek  and  the  English  which  should 
enable  us  to  bring  this  to  a  successful  end,  might,  it  is  feared,  he  wanting 
alike.** — ^Abchbibhop  Trench.' 


"  Preface  to  History  of  the  English  Biltle  (p.  ix.),— 1808. 

«  Preface  to  Pastoral  EpisOes  (p.  xiv.),— 1861. 

*  The  Authorized  Version  of  the  N  T.  (p.  3X— 1858. 


THE 


BEVISION    EEVISED. 


Abticle  I.— the  new  greek  TEXT. 


'*  It  is  happened  unto  them  according  to  the  true  proverh,  Kvo»y  cirt- 
(rrpc^off  circ  t6  VUov  (^€pafta  *  and,  ^Yt  Xovaofuvfj  tls  KvXicfAa  fiopfi6pov,** 
—2  Peteb  ii  22. 

"  Little  children, — Keep  yourselves  from  idols." — 1  John  v.  21. 

At  a  period  of  extraordinary  intellectual  activity  like  the 
present,  it  can  occasion  no  surprise — although  it  may 
reasonably  create  anxiety — ^if  the  most  sacred  and  cherished 
of  our  Institutions  are  constrained  each  in  turn  to  submit  to 
the  ordeal  of  hostile  scrutiny ;  sometimes  even  to  bear  the 
brunt  of  actual  attack.  When  however  at  last  the  very 
citadel  of  revealed  Truth  is  observed  to  have  been  reached, 
and  to  be  undergoing  systematic  assault  and  battery, 
lookers-on  may  be  excused  if  they  show  themselves  more 
than  usually  solicitous,  'ne  quid  detrimenti  Civitas  Dei 
capiat.'  A  Revision  of  the  Authorized  Version  of  the  New 
Testament,^  purporting  to  have  been  executed  by  authority 
of  the  Convocation  of  the  Southern  Province,  and  declaring 
itself  the  exclusive  property  of  our  two  ancient  Universities, 
has  recently  (17th  May,  1881)  appeared;  of  which  the 
essential  feature  proves  to  be,  that  it  is  founded  on  an 


*  J%«  New  Testament  of  Our  Lard  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  translated 
out  of  the  Greek:  being  the  Version  set  forth  a.d.  1611,  compared  with  the 
moet  ancient  Authorities,  and  Bevised  a.d.  1881.  Printed  for  the  Univer- 
sities of  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  1881. 


2  THE  REVISIONISTS  HAVE  NOT  COMPLIED         [Art. 

entirely  New  Recension  of  the  Greek  Text}  A  claim  is  at 
the  same  time  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  last-named  production 
that  it  exhibits  a  closer  approximation  to  the  inspired  Auto- 
graphs than  the  world  has  hitherto  seen.  Not  unreasonable 
therefore  is  the  expectation  entertained  by  its  Authors  that 
the  '  New  English  Version '  founded  on  this  '  New  Greek 
Text  *  is  destined  to  supersede  the  *  Authorized  Version '  of 
1611.  QtiSR  cum  ita  sint,  it  is  clearly  high  time  that  every 
faithful  man  among  us  should  bestir  himself:  and  in 
particular  that  such  as  have  made  Greek  Textual  Criticism 
in  any  degree  their  study  should  address  themselves  to  the 
investigation  of  the  claims  of  this,  the  latest  product  of  the 
combined  Biblical  learning  of  the  Church  and  of  the  sects. 

For  it  must  be  plain  to  all,  that  the  issue  which  has  been 
thus  at  last  raised,  is  of  the  most  serious  character.  The 
Authors  of  this  new  Revision  of  the  Greek  have  either  entitled 
themselves  to  the  Church's  profound  reverence  and  abiding 
gratitude;  or  else  they  have  laid  themselves  open  to  her 
gravest  censure,  and  must  experience  at  her  hands  nothing 
short  of  stem  and  well-merited  rebuke.  No  middle  course 
presents  itself;  since  assuredly  to  construct  a  new  Greek  Text 
formed  no  part  of  the  Instructions  which  the  Revisionists 
received  at  the  hands  of  the  Convocation  of  the  Southern 
Province.  Rather  were  they  warned  against  venturing  on 
such  an  experiment ;  the  fundamental  principle  of  the  entire 
undertaking  having  been  declared  at  the  outset  to  be — That 


*  Th€  New  Teitament  in  the  Original  Oreek,  according  to  the  Text 

followed  in  ihe  Authorized  Vernon^  together  with  the  T  ariattons  adopted 

in  tJie  Revised    Version,      Edited  for  the  Syndics  of  the    Cambridge 

University  Press,  by  F.  H.  A.  Scrivener,  M.A.,  D.C.L.,  LL.D.,  Prebendiuy 

of  Exeter  and  Vicar  of  Hendon.    Cambridge,  1881. 

'H  KAINH  AIA0HKH.  The  Oreek  Testament,  with  the  Headings 
adopted  by  the  Revisers  of  the  Authorized  Version.  [Edited  by  the  Ven. 
Archdeacon  Palmer,  D.D.]    Oxford,  1881. 


IJ  WITH  t6E  CONDITIONS  IMPOSED  UPON  THEM.  3 

*  a  Revision  of  tJie  Authorized  Version '  is  desirable ;  and  the 
terms  of  the  original  Eesolution  of  Feb.  10th,  1870,  being, 
that  the  removal  of  '  plain  and  cleak  errors  '  was  alone  con- 
templated,— 'whether  in  the  Greek  Text  originally  adopted 
by  the  Translators,  or  in  the  Translation  made  from  the 
same/  Such  were  in  fact  the  limits  formally  imposed  by  Con- 
vocation,  (10th  Feb.  and  3rd,  5th  May,  1870,)  on  the  work  of 
Revision.  Only  necessary  changes  were  to  be  made.  The 
first  Eule  of  the  Committee  (25th  May)  was  similar  in 
character :  viz. — *  To  introduce  as  few  alterations  as  possible 
into  the  Text  of  the  Authorized  Version,  consistently  with  faith- 
fulness.' 

But  further,  we  were  reconciled  to  the  prospect  of  a 
Ee\dsed  Greek  Text,  by  noting  that  a  limit  was  prescribed  to 
the  amount  of  licence  which  could  by  possibility  result,  by 
the  insertion  of  a  proviso,  which  however  is  now  discovered 
to  have  been  entirely  disregarded  by  the  Revisionists.  The 
condition  was  enjoined  upon  them  that  whenever  *  decidedly 
preponderating  evidence  *  constrained  their  adoption  of  some 
change  in  '  the  Text  from  which  the  Authorized  Version  was 
made/  th^  should  indicate  such  alteration  in  the  margin. 
Will  it  be  believed  that,  this  notwithstanding,  Tiot  one  of  the 
many  alterations  which  have  been  introduced  into  the 
original  Text  is  so  commemorated  ?  On  the  contrary :  sin- 
gular to  relate,  the  Margin  is  disfigured  throughout  with 
ominous  hints  that,  had  *  Some  ancient  authorities,'  '  Many 
ancient  authorities,'  'Many  very  ancient  authorities,*  been 
attended  to,  a  vast  many  more  changes  might,  could,  would, 
or  should  have  been  introduced  into  the  Greek  Text  than 
have  been  actually  adopted.  And  yet,  this  is  precisely  the 
kind  of  record  which  we  ought  to  have  been  spared  : — 

(1)  First, — Because  it  was  plainly  external  to  the  province 
of  the  Revisionists  to  introduce  any  such  details  into  their 
margin  ai  ail:  their  very  function  being,  on  the  contrary,  to 

B  2 


4  MISCHIEF  OF  ENCUMBERING  THE  [Art. 

investigate  Textual  questions  in  conclave,  and  to  present  the 
ordinary  Eeader  with  the  residt  of  their  deliberations.  Their 
business  was  to  correct  '^  plain  and  clear  errors  ;^^  not, 
certainly,  to  invent  a  fresh  crop  of  unheard-of  doubts  and 
difficulties.     This  first. — Now, 

(2)  That  a  diversity  of  opinion  would  sometimes  be  found 
to  exist  in  the  revising  body  was  to  have  been  expected  ;  but 
when  once  two-thirds  of  their  number  had  finally  "settled" 
any  question,  it  is  plainly  unreasonable  that  the  discomfited 
minority  should  claim  the  privilege  of  evermore  parading 
their  grievance  before  the  public;  and  in  effect  should  be 
allowed  to  represent  that  as  a  corporate  doubt,  which  was  in 
reality  the  result  of  individual  idiosyncrasy.  It  is  not 
reasonable  that  the  echoes  of  a  forgotten  strife  should  be 
thus  prolonged  for  ever ;  least  of  all  in  the  margin  of  '  the 
Gospel  of  peace.'  . 

(8)  In  fact,  the  privilege  of  figuring  in  the  margin  of 
the  N.  T.,  (instead  of  standing  in  the  Text,)  is  even  attended 
by  a  fatal  result :  for,  (as  Bp.  Ellicott  remarks,)  '  the  judg- 
ment commonly  entertained  in  reference  to  our  present 
margin,'  (i.e.  the  margin  of  the  A.  V.)  is,  that  its  contents  are 
'  exegetically  or  critically  superior  to  the  Text.'^  It  will 
certainly  be  long  before  this  popular  estimate  is  uncondi- 
tionally abandoned.     But, 

(4)  Especially  do  we  deprecate  the  introduction  into  the 
margin  of  all  this  strange  lore,  because  we  insist  on  behalf 
of  unlearned  persons  that  they  ought  not  to  be  molested 
with  information  which  cannot,  by  possibility,  be  of  the 
slightest  service  to  them:  with  vague  statements  about 
"  ancient  authorities," — of  the  importance,  or  unimportance, 
of  which  they  know  absolutely  nothing,  nor  indeed  ever  can 
know.  Unlearned  readers  on  taking  the  Eevision  into  their 
hands,  (i.e.  at  least  999  readers  out  of  1000,)  will  never  be 


*  On  Bevision^ — pp.  215*6. 


L]  MABQm  WITH  BEJEGTEB  HEADINGS.  5 

aware  whether  these  (so-called)  *  Various  Readings '  are  to  be 
scomfuUy  scouted,  as  nothing  else  but  ancient  perversions 
of  the  Truth ;  or  else  are  to  be  lovingly  cherished,  as  '  aiter- 
native*  [see  the  Revisers'  Preface  (iii.  1.)]  exhibitions  of  the 
inspired  Verity, — to  their  own  abiding  perplexity  and  infinite 
distress. 

Undeniable  at  all  events  it  is,  that  the  effect  which  these 
ever-recurring  announcements  produce  on  the  devout  reader 

of  Scripture  is  the  reverse  of  edifying :  is  never  helpful :  is 
always  bewildering.  A  man  of  ordinary  acuteness  can  but 
exclaim, — 'Yes,  very  likely.  But  what  of  it?  My  eye 
happens  to  alight  on  "Bethesda"  (in  S.  John  v.  2)  ;  against 
which  I  find  in  the  margin, — :"  Some  ancient  authorities  read 
Beiksaida,  others  Bethzatha,*'  Am  I  then  to  understand  that 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Revisionists  it  is  uncertain  which  of 
those  three  names  is  right  V .  .  Not  so  the  expert,  who  is 
overheard  to  moralize  concerning  the  phenomena  of  the  case 
after  a  less  ceremonious  fashion : — ' "  Bcthsaida  "  I  Yes,  the 
old  Latin  *  and  the  Vulgate,*  countenanced  by  one  manuscript 
of  bad  character,  so  reads.  "  Bethzatha  "  !  Yes,  the  blunder 
is  found  in  two  manuscripts,  both  of  bad  character.  Wliy  do 
you  not  go  on  to  tell  us  that  another  manuscript  exhibits 
"  Belzetha  "  ? — another  (supported  by  Eusebius  ^  and  [in  one 
place]  by  Cyril  *), "  Bezatha  "  ?  Nay,  why  not  say  plainly  that 
there  are  found  to  exist  upwards  of  thirty  blimdering  repre- 
sentations of  this  same  word;  but  that  " Bethesda" — (the 
reading  of  sixteen  uncials  and  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives, 
besides  the  Peschito  and  Cureton's  Syriac,  the  Armenian, 
Georgian  and  Slavonic  Versions, — Didymus,^  Chrysostom,' 
and  Cyril '), — is  the  only  reasonable  way  of  exhibiting  it  ?   To 

*  Tertullian,  his.  '  Hieron.  0pp.  ii.  177  c  (see  the  note). 
■  Apud  Hieron.  iii.  121.             *  iv.  617  c  (ed.  Puacy). 

*  P.  272.  «  i.  548  c ;  viii.  207  a.  ^  iv.  205. 


6  A  NEW  GBEEK  TEXT  HAS  BEEN  [Abt. 

speak  plainly,  Why  encumber  your  margin  with  such  a  note  at 
allf*  .  ,  But  we  are  moving  forward  too  fast. 

It  can  never  be  any  question  among  scholars,  that  a  fatal 
error  was  committed  when  a  body  of  Divines,  appointed  to 
revise  the  Authorized  English  Version  of  the  New  Testament 
Scriptures,  addressed  themselves  to  the  solution  of  an  entirely 
different  and  far  more  intricate  problem,  namely  the  re-con- 
struction  of  the  Greek  Text.  We  are  content  to  pass  over 
much  that  is  distressing  in  the  antecedent  history  of  their 
enterprise.  We  forbear  at  this  time  of  day  to  investigate,  by 
an  appeal  to  documents  and  dates,  certain  proceedings  in  and 
out  of  Convocation,  on  which  it  is  known  that  the  gravest 
diversity  of  sentiment  still  prevails  among  Churchmen.* 
This  we  do,  not  by  any  means  as  ourselves  '  halting  between 
two  opinions,*  but  only  as  sincerely  desirous  that  the  work 
before  us  may  stand  or  fall,  judged  by  its  own  intrinsic 
merits.  Whether  or  no  Convocation, — when  it  *  nominated 
certain  of  its  own  members  to  undertake  the  work  of  Revi- 
sion,' and  authorized  them  *  to  refer  when  they  considered  it 
desirable  to  Divines,  Scholars,  and  Literary  men,  at  home  or 
abroad,  for  their  opinion;* — whether  Convocation  intended 
thereby  to  sanction  the  actual  co-optation  into  the  Company 
appointed  by  themselves,  of  members  of  the  Presbyterian, 
the  Wesleyan,  the  Baptist,  the  Congregationalist,  the  Socinian 
body;  this  we  venture  to  think  may  fairly  be  doubted. — 
Whether  again  Convocation  can  have  foreseen  that  of  the 
ninety-nine  Scholars  in  all  who  have  taken  part  in  this  work 
of  Revision,  only  forty-nine  would  be  Churchmen,  while  the 
remaining  fifty  would  belong  to  the  sects :  * — this  also  we 


'  A  reference  to  the  Journal  of  ConvoccUiony  for  a  twelvemonth  after  the 
proposal  for  a  Revision  of  the  Authorized  Version  was  seriously  entertained, 
will  reveal  more  than  it  would  be  convenient  in  this  place  even  to  allude  to. 

'  We  derive  our  information  from  the  learned  Congregationalist,  Dr. 
Newth, — Lectum  on  Bible  JRevition  (1881),  p.  116. 
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venture  to  think  may  be  reasonably  called  in  question. — 
Whether  lastly,  the  Canterbury  Convocation,  had  it  been 
appealed  to  with  reference  to  'the  Westminster- Abbey 
scandal'  (June  22nd,  1870),  would  not  have  cleared  itself  of 
the  suspicion  of  complicity,  by  an  unequivocal  resolution, — 
we  entertain  no  manner  of  doubt. — But  we  decline  to  enter 
upon  these,  or  any  other  like  matters.  Our  business  is  exclu- 
sively with  tlie  result  at  which  the  Revisionists  of  the  New 
Testament  have  arrived :  and  it  is  to  this  that  we  now 
address  ourselves ;  with  the  mere  avowal  of  our  grave  anxiety 
at  the  spectacle  of  an  assembly  of  scholars,  appointed  to 
revise  an  English  Translation^  finding  themselves  called 
upon,  as  every  fresh  difficulty  emerged,  to  develop  the  skill 
requisite  for  critically  revising  the  original  Greek  Text.  What 
else  is  implied  by  the  very  endeavour,  but  a  singular  ex- 
pectation that  experts  in  one  Science  may,  at  a  moment's 
notice,  show  themselves  proficients  in  another, — and  that  one 
of  the  most  difficult  and  delicate  imaginable  ? 

Enough  has  been  said  to  make  it  plain  why,  in  the  ensuing 
pages,  we  propose  to  pursue  a  different  course  from  that 
which  has  been  adopted  by  Reviewers  generally,  since  the 
memorable  day  (May  17th,  1881)  when  the  work  of  the 
Revisionists  was  for  the  first  time  submitted  to  public 
scrutiny.  The  one  point  which,  with  rare  exceptions,  has 
ever  since  monopolized  attention,  has  been  the  merits  or 
demerits  of  tlieir  English  rendering  of  certain  Greek  words 
and  expressions.  But  there  is  clearly  a  question  of  prior 
interest  and  infinitely  greater  importance,  which  has  to  be 
settled  first :  namely,  the  merits  or  demerits  of  the  changes 
which  the  same  Scholars  have  taken  upon  tJiemsdves  to  intra- 
duce  into  the  Greek  Text,  Until  it  has  been  ascertained  that 
the  result  of  their  labours  exhibits  a  decided  improvement 
upon  what  before  was  read,  it  is  clearly  a  mere  waste  of  time 
to  enquire  into  the  merits  of  their  work  as  Revisers  of  a 


8  ELEMENTARY  OUTLINES :— THE  [Art. 

Translation.  But  in  fact  it  has  to  be  proved  that  the 
Eevisionists  have  restricted  themselves  to  the  removal  of 
"  plain  and  clear  errors  *'  from  the  commonly  received  Text. 
We  are  distressed  to  discover  that,  on  the  contrary,  they 
have  done  something  quite  different.  The  treatment  which 
the  N.  T.  has  experienced  at  the  hands  of  the  Eevisionists 
recals  the  fate  of  some  ancient  edifice  which  confessedly 
required  to  be  painted,  papered,  scoured, — with  a  minimum 
of  masons'  and  carpenters'  work, — in  order  to  be  inhabited 
with  comfort  for  the  next  hundred  years  :  but  those  entrusted 
with  the  job  were  so  ill-advised  as  to  persuade  themselves  that 
it  required  to  be  to  a  great  extent  rebuilt.  Accordingly,  in  an 
evil  hour  they  set  about  removing  foundations,  and  did  so 
much  structural  mischief  that  in  the  end  it  became  necessary 
to  proceed  against  them  for  damages. 

Without  the  remotest  intention  of  imposing  views  of  our 
own  on  the  general  Eeader,  but  only  to  enable  him  to  give 
his  intelligent  assent  to  much  that  is  to  follow,  we  find  our- 
selves constrained  in  the  first  instance, — before  conducting 
him  over  any  part  of  the  domain  which  the  Eevisionists  have 
ventured  uninvited  to  occupy, — to  premise  a  few  ordinary 
facts  which  lie  on  the  threshold  of  the  science  of  Textual 
Criticism.  Until  these  have  been  clearly  apprehended,  no 
progress  whatever  is  possible. 

(1)  The  provision,  then,  which  the  Divine  Author  of 
Scripture  is  found  to  have  made  for  the  preservation  in  its 
integrity  of  His  written  Word,  is  of  a  peculiarly  varied  and 
highly  complex  description.  First, — By  causing  that  a  vast 
multiplication  of  Copies  should  be  required  all  down  the  ages, 
— beginning  at  the  earliest  period,  and  continuing  in  an  ever- 
increasing  ratio  imtil  the  actual  invention  of  Printing, — He 
provided  the  most  effectual  security  imaginable  against  fraud. 
True,  that  millions  of  the  copies  so  produced  have  long  since 
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perished :  but  it  is  nevertheless  a  plain  fact  that  there 
survive  of  the  Gospels  alone  upwards  of  one  thousand  copies 
to  the  present  day. 

(2)  Next,  Versions.  The  necessity  of  translating  the  Scrip- 
tures into  divers  languages  for  the  use  of  different  branches 
of  the  early  Church,  procured  that  many  an  authentic  record 
has  been  preserved  of  the  New  Testament  as  it  existed  in  the 
first  few  centuries  of  the  Christian  era.  Thus,  the  Peschito 
Syriac  and  the  old  Latin  version  are  believed  to  have  been 
executed  in  the  Ilnd  century.  "  It  is  no  stretch  of  imagina- 
tion "  (wrote  Bp.  EUicott  in  1870,)  "  to  suppose  that  portions 
of  the  Peschito  might  have  been  in  the  hands  of  S.  John,  or 
that  the  Old  Latin  represented  the  current  views  of  the 
Boman  Christians  of  the  Ilnd  century."^  The  two  Egyptian 
translations  are  referred  to  the  Illrd  and  IVth.  The  Vulgate 
(or  revised  Latin)  and  the  Gothic  are  also  claimed  for  the 
IVth :  the  Armenian,  and  possibly  the  ^thiopic,  belong  to 
the  Vth. 

(3)  Lastly,  the  requirements  of  assailants  and  apologists 
alike,  the  business  of  Commentators,  the  needs  of  contro- 
versialists and  teachers  in  every  age,  have  resulted  in  a  vast 
accimiulation  of  additional  evidence,  of  which  it  is  scarcely 
possible  to  over-estimate  the  importance.  For  in  this  way  it 
has  come  to  pass  that  every  famous  Doctor  of  the  Church  in 
turn  has  quoted  more  or  less  largely  from  the  sacred  writings, 
and  thus  has  borne  testimony  to  the  contents  of  the  codices 
with  which  he  was  individually  familiar.  Patristic  Cita- 
tions accordhigly  are  a  third  mighty  safeguard  of  the  integrity 
of  the  deposit. 

To  weigh  these  tliree  instruments  of  Criticism — Copies, 
Versions,  Fathers — one  against  another,  is  obviously  im- 

*  On  Hevision,  pp.  26-7. 
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j>08flible  on  the  present  occasion.  Such  a  discussion  would 
^ow  at  once  into  a  treatise.*  Certain  explanatory  details, 
together  with  a  few  words  of  caution,  are  as  much  as  may  be 
attempted. 

I.  And,  first  of  all,  the  reader  has  need  to  be  apprised 
(with  reference  to  the  first-named  class  of  evidence)  that  most 
of  our  extant  copies  of  the  N.  T.  Scriptures  are  comparatively 
of  recent  date,  ranging  from  the  Xth  to  the  XI Vth  century  of 
our  era.  That  these  are  in  every  instance  copies  of  yet  older 
manuscripts,  is  self-evident;  and  that  in  the  main  they 
represent  faithfully  the  sacred  autographs  themselves,  no 
reasonable    person    doubts.*      Still,  it  is  undeniable  that 


'  Dr.  8criToner*8  Plain  Introduction  to  the  Criticism  of  the  New 
Te$tatnent,  2nd  otlition,  1874  (pp.  607),  may  be  confidently  recommended 
to  any  one  who  desires  to  master  the  outlines  of  Textual  Criticism  under 
the  (i^uidance  of  a  judicious,  impartial,  and  thoroughly  competent  guide.  A 
new  and  revisml  eilition  of  this  excellent  treatise  wiU  appear  shortly. 

*  Studious  reailers  are  invitetl  to  enquire  for  Dr.  Scrivener's  Full  and 
ex4ict  Collation  of  about  7'wenty  Greek  Manuscripts  of  the  Holy  Qospds 
(hitherto  unexamineii),  de})0$iteti  in  the  British  Museum^  the  Archiepis- 
cojHil  Libmry  at  Lambtth^  <tr.,  with  a  Critical  Introduction.  (Pp. 
Ixxiv.  and  178.)  1853.  The  introductory  matter  deserves  very 
attentive  )H>rusal. — With  ei^ual  confidence  we  b^  to  recommend  his 
JCxttct  Tmmscrii*t  of  the  Cotiex  Augiensis,  a  Grsooo-Latin  Manuscript 
</  -S.  iNrnf*  I^itisHeSy  depositeti  in  the  Library  of  Trinity  College, 
Cwnhridge ;  to  which  is  addeti  a  full  Collation  of  Fifty  Manuscripts, 
timttiining  imW(Hi«  portions  of  the  Greek  Xeic  Testtunent,  in  the  Libraries 
</  ihmbridyty  Parhatn^  Leicester,  Oxford,  Lambeth,  the  British  Museum, 
«ft\  With  a  Ciitical  IntrwlHciion  (which  must  also  be  carefully  studied). 
(l^v  Ixxx.  and  sVUV,)  1859. — Learned  readers  can  scarcely  require  to 
W  told  of  the  saiiw  leanieil  scholar^s  Sovmm  Tesiamentum  Textis 
i^ihamici,  \A\  1550.  Jicw/i*ii<  wiri*  Lectitmes  Editicmum  Bezje^  Elzeviri, 
LachmnHHi^  7V*-A«*ufi»rrf#;  Trrgellesii.  Curante  F.  H.  A.  Scrivener, 
A.M»,  l\l\U,  IAA\  [l8tXX]  Kditio  auctior  et  emcndatior.  1877.— 
Th\v«  who  m«fvly  wi;$ii  for  a  $hv>rt  p^>(>Qlar  IntroductioQ  to  the  subject 
niay  W  grateful  to  be  ti>ld  of  IV.  Scriv«uer*s  5ix  Lectwrts  om  the  Text  cf 
liW  «N\  TL  iiW  th/^  A^^itnt  M:^S.  k-AkA  cm4H«  i^  dkie^y  addressed  to 
tktm  wkQ  Uq  tivl  rtfsd  ti  vwiL    1^75. 
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they  are  thus  separated  by  about  a  thousand  years  from  their 
inspired  archetypes.  Headers  are  reminded,  in  passing,  that 
the  little  handful  of  copies  on  which  we  rely  for  the  texts  of 
Herodotus  and  Thucydides,  of  iEschylus  and  Sophocles,  are 
removed  from  their  originals  by  full  500  years  more :  and 
that,  instead  of  a  tliousand,  or  half  a  thousand  copies,  we  are 
dependent  for  the  text  of  certain  of  these  authors  on  as  many 
copies  as  may  be  counted  on  the  fingers  of  one  hand.  In 
truth,  the  security  which  the  Text  of  the  New  Testament 
enjoys  is  altogether  unique  and  extraordinary.  To  specify 
one  single  consideration,  which  has  never  yet  attracted  nearly 
the  amount  of  attention  it  deserves, — '  Lectionaries '  aboimd, 
which  establish  the  Text  which  has  been  publicly  read  in  the 
churches  of  the  East,  from  at  least  a.d.  400  until  the  time  of 
the  invention  of  printing. 

But  here  an  important  consideration  claims  special  atten- 
tion. We  allude  to  the  result  of  increased  acquaintance  with 
certain  of  the  oldest  extant  codices  of  the  N.  T.  Two  of 
these, — viz.  a  copy  in  the  Vatican  technically  indicated  by 
the  letter  B,  and  the  recently-discovered  Sinaitic  codex,  styled 
after  the  first  letter  of  the  Hebrew  alphabet  K, — are  thought 
to  belong  to  the  IVth  century.  Two  are  assigned  to  the  Vth, 
viz.  the  Alexandrian  (a)  in  the  British  Museum,  and  the 
rescript  codex  preserved  at  Paris,  designated  c.  One  is  pro- 
bably of  the  Vlth,  viz.  the  codex  Bezse  (d)  preserved  at 
Cambridge.  Singular  to  relate,  the  first,  second,  fourth,  and 
fifth  of  these  codices  (b  K  c  d),  but  especially  b  and  k,  have 
within  the  last  twenty  years  established  a  tyrannical  ascend- 
ency over  the  imagination  of  the  Critics,  which  can  only  be 
fitly  spoken  of  as  a  blind  superstition.  It  matters  nothincr 
that  all  four  are  discovered  on  careful  scrutiny  to  differ 
essentially,  not  only  from  ninety-nine  out  of  a  hundred  of 
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the  whole  body  of  extant  MSS.  besides,  but  even  from  out 
another.  This  last  circumstance,  obviously  fatal  to  their 
corporate  pretensions,  is  unaccountably  overlooked.  And 
yet  it  admits  of  only  one  satisfactory  explanation :  viz.  that 
in  different  degrees  they  all  five  exhibit  a  fabricated  text. 
Between  the  first  two  (b  and  k)  there  subsists  an  amount  of 
sinister  resemblance,  which  proves  that  they  must  have  been 
derived  at  no  very  remote  period  from  the  same  corrupt 
original.  Tischendorf  insists  that  they  were  partly  written 
by  the  same  scribe.  Yet  do  they  stand  asunder  in  every 
page ;  as  well  as  diSer  widely  from  the  commonly  received 
Text,  with  which  they  have  been  carefully  collated.  On 
being  referred  to  this  standard,  in  the  Gospels  alone,  b  is 
found  to  omit  at  least  2877  words :  to  add,  536 :  to  substi- 
tute, 935 :  to  transpose,  2098 :  to  modify,  1132  (in  all  7578)  : 
— the  corresponding  figures  for  K  being  severally  3455,  839, 
1114,  2299,  1265  (in  all  8972).  And  be  it  remembered  that 
the  omissions,  additions,  substitutions,  transpositions,  and 
modifications,  are  by  no  means  the  same  in  both.  It  is  in 
fact  easier  to  find  two  conseczUive  verses  in  which  these  two 
MSS.  differ  the  one  from  the  other y  than  two  consecutive  verses 
in  which  tliey  entirely  agree. 

But  by  far  the  most  depraved  text  is  that  exhibited 
by  codex  D.  *No  known  manuscript  contains  so  many 
bold  and  extensive  interpolations.  Its  variations  from 
the  sacred  Text  are  beyond  all  other  example.*^  This, 
however,  is  not  the  result  of  its  being  the  most  recent  of 
the  five,  but  (singular  to  relate)  is  due  to  quite  an  opposite 
cause.  It  is  thought  (not  without  reason)  to  exhibit  a 
Ilnd-century  text.      'When  we  turn  to  the  Acts  of  the 


*  Scrivener's  PZotn  Introduction, — p.  118. 

/ 
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Apostles/  (says  the  learned  editor  of  the  codex  in  question. 
Dr.  Scrivener/) — 

'  We  find  onrselves  confronted  with  a  text,  the  like  to  which  we 
have  no  experience  of  elsewhere.  It  is  hardly  an  exaggeration 
to  assert  that  codex  d  reproduces  the  Textus  recepius  much  in 
the  same  way  that  one  of  the  best  Chaldee  Targums  does  the 
Hebrew  of  the  Old  Testament :  so  wide  are  the  variations  in 
the  diction,  so  constant  and  inveterate  the  practice  of  expound- 
ing the  narrative  by  means  of  interpolations  which  seldom 
recommend  themselves  as  genuine  by  even  a  semblance  of 
internal  probability.' 

'  Vix  did  potest '  (says  Mill)  '  qiuim  mpra  omnem  modum 
licerUer  se  gesserU,  ac  plane  lasdverit  Interpolator,*  Though 
a  large  portion  of  the  Gospels  is  missing,  in  what  remains 
(tested  by  the  same  standard)  we  find  3704  words  omitted : 
no  less  than  2213  added,  and  2121  substituted.  The  words 
transposed  amount  to  3471 :  and  1772  have  been  modified : 
the  deflections  from  the  Eeceived  Text  thus  amounting  in  all 
to  13,281. — ^Next  to  d,  the  most  untrustworthy  codex  is  K, 
which  bears  on  its  front  a  memorable  note  of  the  evil  repute 
under  which  it  has  always  laboured  :  viz.  it  is  found  that  at 
least  ten  revisers  between  the  IVth  and  the  Xllth  centuries 
busied  themselves  with  the  task  of  correcting  its  many  and 
extraordinary  perversions  of  the  truth  of  Scripture.^ — Next  in 


*  Bezx  Codex  Cantdbrigiensis :  being  an  exact  Copy,  in  ordinary  Type, 
of  the  cdebraied  Uncial  Grmco-Latin  Manuscript  of  the  Four  Gospels  and 
^ctsqf  the  Apogtlei,  written  early  in  the  Sixth  Century,  and  presented  to 
the  University  of  Cambridge  by  Theodore  Beza,  a.d.  1581.  Edited,  with 
a  Critical  Introduction,  Annotations,  and  Facsimiles,  by  Frederick  H. 
Scrivener,  M.A.,  Rector  of  8.  Gerrans,  Cornwall.  (Pp.  Ixiv.  and  453.) 
Cambridge,  1864.  No  one  who  aspires  to  a  competent  acquaintance  with 
Textual  Criticism  can  afiford  to  be  without  this  book. 

*  On  the  subject  of  codex  K  we  beg  (once  for  all)  to  refer  scholars  to 
Scrivener's  Full  Collation  of  the  Codex  Sinaiticus  with  the  Beceived  Text 
of  the  New  Testament,  To  which  is  prefixed  a  Critical  Introduction. 
[1863.]    2nd  Edition,  revised.    (Pp.  Ixxii,  and  163.)    1867. 
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impurity  comes  B : — then,  the  fragmentary  codex  c  :  our  own 
A  being,  beyond  all  doubt,  disfigured  by  the  fewest  blemishes 
of  any. 

What  precedes  admits  to  some  extent  of  further  numerical 
illustration.  It  is  discovered  that  in  the  111  (out  of  320) 
pages  of  an  ordinary  copy  of  the  Greek  Testament,  in  which 
alone  these  five  manuscripts  are  collectively  available  for 
comparison  in  the  Gospels, — the  serious  deflections  of  A  from 
the  Textus  receptvs  amount  in  all  to  only  842  :  whereas  in  c 
they  amoimt  to  1798 :  in  B,  to  2370 :  in  K,  to  3392 :  in  d,  to 
4697.  The  readings  peculiar  to  A  within  the  same  limits  are 
133  :  those  peculiar  to  c  are  170.  But  those  of  b  amount  to 
197 :  while  K  exhibits  443 :  and  the  readings  peculiar  to  D 
(within  the  same  limits),  are  no  fewer  than  1829.  .  .  .  We 
submit  that  these  facts — which  result  from  merely  referring 
five  manuscripts  to  one  and  the  same  common  standard — are 
by  no  means  calculated  to  inspire  confidence  in  codices 
B  K  c  D : — codices,  be  it  remembered,  which  come  to  us  with- 
out a  character,  without  a  history,  in  fact  without  antece- 
dents of  any  kind. 

But  let  the  learned  chairman  of  the  New  Testament  com- 
pany of  Revisionists  (Bp.  EUicott)  be  heard  on  this  subject. 
He  is  characterizing  these  same  '  old  uncials,'  which  it  is  just 
now  the  fashion — or  rather,  the  craze — to  hold  up  as  oracular, 
and  to  which  his  lordship  is  as  devotedly  and  blindly  attached 
as  any  of  his  neighbours : — 

'The  simplicity  and  dignified  conciseness^  (he  says)  'of  the 
Vatican  manuscript  (b)  :  the  greater  expansiveness  of  our  own 
Alexandrian  (a)  :  the  partially  mixed  characteristics  of  the  Sinaitic 
(k)  :  i^Q  paraphrastic  tone  of  the  singular  oodex  BezsB  (d),  are  now 
brought  home  to  the  student.'  ^ 

Could  ingenuity  have  devised  severer  satire  than  such  a 


Bishop  EUicott's  Considerations  on  Bevision,  &c  (1870),  p.  40. 
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description  of  four  professing  transcripts  of  a  book ;  and  that 
book,  the  everlasting  Gospel  itself?  —  transcripts,  be  it 
observed  in  passing,  on  which  it  is  just  now  the  fashion  to 
rely  implicitly  for  the  very  orthography  of  proper  names, — 
the  spelling  of  common  words, — the  minutiae  of  grammar. 
What  (we  ask)  would  be  thought  of  four  such  'copies*  of 
Thucydides  or  of  Shakspeare  ?  Imagine  it  gravely  proposed, 
by  the  aid  of  four  such  conflicting  documents,  to  re-adjust 
the  text  of  the  funeral  oration   of  Pericles,  or  to  re-edit 

*  Hamlet.*  Bisum  teneatis  amid  f  Why,  some  of  the  poet's 
most  familiar  lines  would  cease  to  be  recognizable :  e.g.  A, — 

*  Toby  or  not  Toby ;  that  is  the  question :  *  B, — *  Toh  or  not, 
is  the  question : '  K, — *  To  be  a  tub,  or  not  to  be  a  tub  ;  the  ques- 
tion is  that : '  C, — *  The  question  is,  to  beat,  or  not  to  beat 
Toby  ? ' :  D  (the  *  singular  codex '), — '  The  only  question  is 
this :  to  beat  thai  Toby,  or  to  be  a  tub  ? ' 

And  yet — ^without  by  any  means  subscribing  to  the  precise 
terms  in  which  the  judicious  Prelate  characterizes  those  ignes 
fatui  which  have  so  persistently  and  egregiously  led  his  lord- 
ship and  his  colleagues  astray — (for  indeed  one  seems  rather 
to  be  reading  a  description  of  four  styles  of  composition,  or 
of  as  many  fashions  in  ladies*  dress,  than  of  four  copies  of 
the  Gospel) — ^we  have  already  furnished  indirect  proof  that 
his  estimate  of  the  codices  in  question  is  in  the  main  correct. 
Further  acquaintance  with  them  does  but  intensify  the  bad 
character  which  he  has  given  them.  Let  no  one  suppose 
that  we  deny  their  extraordinary  value, — their  unrivalled 
critical  interest, — ^nay,  their  actual  use  in  helping  to  settle 
the  truth  of  Scripture.  What  we  are  just  now  insisting  upon 
is  only  the  depraved  text  of  codices  K  A  B  c  D, — especially  of 
K  B  D.  And  because  this  is  a  matter  which  lies  at  the  root  of 
the  whole  controversy,  and  because  we  cannot  afford  that 
there  shall  exist  in  our  reader's  mind  the  slightest  doubt  on 
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this  part  of  the  subject,  we  shall  be  constrained  once  and 
again  to  trouble  him  with  detailed  specimens  of  the  contents 
of  K  B,  &c.,  in  proof  of  the  justice  of  what  we  have  been 
alleging.  We  venture  to  assure  him,  without  a  particle  of 
hesitation,  that  K  B  D  are  three  of  the  most  scandalously 
corrupt  copies  extant : — exhibit  the  most  shamefully  mutilated 
texts  which  are  anywhere  to  be  met  with : — have  become,  by 
whatever  process  (for  their  history  ia  wholly  unknown),  the 
depositories  of  the  largest  amount  of  fabricated  readings^ 
ancient  blunders,  and  intentional  perversions  of  Truth, — 
which  are  discoverable  in  any  known  copies  of  the  Word  of 
God. 

But  in  fact  take  a  single  page  of  any  ordinary  copy  of  the 
Greek  Testament, — Bp.  Lloyd's  edition,  suppose.  Turn  to  page 
184.  It  contains  ten  verses  of  S.  Luke's  Gospel,  ch.  viii.  35  to 
44.  Now,  proceed  to  collate  those  ten  verses.  You  will  make 
the  notable  discovery  that,  within  those  narrow  limits,  by  codex 
D  alone  the  text  has  been  depraved  53  times,  resulting  in  no 
less  than  103  corrupt  readings,  93  of  which  are  found  only  in 
D.  The  words  omitted  by  D  are  40  :  the  words  added  are  4. 
Twenty-five  words  have  been  substituted  for  others,  and  14 
transposed.  Variations  of  case,  tense,  &c.,  amoimt  to  16 ;  and 
the  phrase  of  the  Evangelist  has  been  departed  from  11  times. 
Happily,  the  other  four  '  old  imcials '  are  here  available.  And 
it  is  found  that  (within  the  same  limits,  and  referred  to  the 
same  test,)  a  exhibits  3  omissions,  2  of  which  are  peculiar  to 
A. — B  omits  12  words,  6  of  which  are  peculiar  to  B :  substi- 
tutes 3  words :  transposes  4 :  and  exhibits  6  lesser  changes 
— 2  of  them  being  its  own  peculiar  property. — K.has  5  read- 
ings (affecting  8  words)  peculiar  to  itself  Its  omissions  are  7 : 
its  additions,  2 :  its  substitutions,  4 :  2  words  are  transposed ; 
and  it  exhibits  4  lesser  discrepancies. — c  has  7  readings 
(affecting  15  words)  peculiar  to  itself    Its  omissions  are  4 : 
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its  additions,  7 :  its  substitutions,  7  :  its  words  transposed,  7. 
It  has  2  lesser  discrepancies,  and  it  alters  the  Evangelist's 
phrase  4  times. 

But  (we  shall  be  asked)  what  amount  of  agreement,  in 
respect  of '  Various  Eeadings,*  is  discovered  to  subsist  between 
these  5  codices  ?  for  thai,  after  all,  is  the  practical  question. 
We  answer, — A  has  been  already  shown  to  stand  alone 
twice :  B,  6  times :  K,  8  times :  c,  15  times  ;  D,  93  times. — 
We  have  further  to  state  that  A  B  stand  together  by  them- 
selves once:  B  K,  4  times :  B  c,  1 :  b D,  1 :  K  c,  1 :  c  D,  1. — 
A K  c  conspire  1:  bkc,  1:BKD,  1:abkc,  once  (viz.  in 
reading  ipdnrfaev,  which  Tischendorf  admits  to  be  a  corrupt 
reading) :  B  K  c  D,  also  once. — The  5  *  old  uncials  *  therefore 
(a  b  K  c  d)  combine,  and  again  stand  apart,  with  singular 
impartiality. — ^Lastly,  they  are  never  mice  found  to  be  in 
accord  in  respect  of  any  single  '  various  Reading.' — ^Will  any 
one,  after  a  candid  survey  of  the  premisses,  deem  us  un- 
reasonable, if  we  avow  that  such  a  specimen  of  the  concordia 
discors  which  everywhere  prevails  between  the  oldest 
uncials,  but  which  especially  characterizes  x  B  d,  indisposes 
us  greatly  to  suffer  their  unsupported  authority  to  determine 
for  us  the  Text  of  Scripture  ? 

Let  no  one  at  all  events  obscure  the  one  question  at 
issue,  by  asking, — '  Whether  we  consider  the  Textus  Beceptus 
infallible  ?  *  The  merit  or  demerit  of  the  Received  Text  has 
absolutely  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  question.  We  care 
nothing  about  it.  Any  Text  would  equally  suit  our  present 
purpose.  Any  Text  would  show  the  '  old  uncials '  per- 
petually at  discord  among  themselves.  To  raise  an  irrelevant 
discussion,  at  the  outset,  concerning  the  Texttcs  Receptus : — 
to  describe  the  haste  with  which  Erasmus  produced  the  first 
published  edition  of  the  N.  T. : — to  make  sport  about  the 

c 
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copies  which  he  employed : — ^all  this  kind  of  thing  is  the 
proceeding  of  one  who  seeks  to  mislead  his  readers  : — to  throw 
dust  into  their  eyes : — to  divert  their  attention  from  the  pro- 
blem actually  before  them  : — not — (as  we  confidently  expect 
when  we  have  to  do  with  such  writers  as  these) — the  method 
of  a  sincere  lover  of  Truth.     To  proceed,  however. 

11.  and  III.  Nothing  has  been  said  as  yet  concerning  the 
Text  exhibited  by  the  earliest  of  the  Versions  and  by  the 
most  ancient  of  the  Fathers.  But,  for  the  purpose  we  have 
just  now  in  hand,  neither  are  such  details  necessary.  We 
desire  to  hasten  forward.  A  somewhat  fuller  review  of 
certain  of  our  oldest  available  materials  might  prove  even 
more  discouraging.  But  that  would  only  be  because  it  is 
impossible,  witliin  such  narrow  limits  as  the  present,  to  give 
the  reader  any  idea  at  all  of  the  wealth  of  our  actual 
resources ;  and  to  convince  him  of  the  extent  to  which  the 
least  trustworthy  of  our  guides  prove  in  turn  invaluable 
helps  in  correcting  the  exorbitances  of  their  fellows.  The 
practical  result  in  fact  of  what  has  been  hitherto  oflTered  is 
after  all  but  this,  that  we  have  to  be  on  our  guard  against 
pinning  our  faith  exclusively  on  two  or  three, — least  of  all 
on  one  or  two  ancient  documents ;  and  of  adopting  tJiefii 
exclusively  for  our  guides.  We  are  shown,  in  other  words, 
that  it  is  utterly  out  of  the  question  to  rely  on  any  single 
set  or  group  of  authorities,  much  less  on  any  single  docu- 
ment, for  the  determination  of  the  Text  of  Scripture. 
Happily,  our  Manuscripts  are  numerous :  most  of  them  are 
in  the  main  trustworthy:  all  of  them  represent  far  older 
documents  than  themselves.  Our  Versions  (two  of  which 
are  more  ancient  by  a  couple  of  centuries  than  any  sacred 
codex  extant)  severally  correct  and  check  one  another. 
Lastly,  in  the  writings  of  a  host  of  Fathers,— the  principal 
being  Eusebius,  Athanasius,  Basil,  the  Gregories,  Didymus, 
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Epiphanius,  Chrysostom,  the  Cyrils,  Theodoret, — we  are  pro- 
vided with  contemporaneous  evidence  which,  whenever  it 
can  be  had,  becomes  an  effectual  safeguard  against  the  un- 
supported decrees  of  our  oldest  codices,  a  b  x  c  d,  as  well  as 
the  occasional  vagaries  of  the  Versions.  In  the  writings  of 
Iremeus,  Clemens  Alex.,  Origen,  Dionysius  Alex.,  Hippo- 
lytus,  we  meet  with  older  evidence  still.  No  more  precarious 
foundation  for  a  reading,  in  fact,  can  be  named,  than  the 
unsupported  advocacy  of  a  single  Manuscript,  or  Version,  or 
Father ;  or  even  of  two  or  three  of  these  combined. 

But  indeed  the  principle  involved  in  the  foregoing  remarks 
admits  of  being  far  more  broadly  stated.  It  even  stands 
to  reason  that  we  may  safely  reject  any  reading  which,  out 
of  the  whole  body  of  available  authorities, — Manuscripts, 
Versions,  Fathers, — finds  support  nowhere  save  in  one  and 
the  same  little  handful  of  suspicious  documents.  For  we 
resolutely  maintain,  that  external  Evidence  must  after  all  be 
our  best,  our  only  safe  guide ;  and  (to  come  to  the  point)  we 
refuse  to  throw  in  our  lot  with  those  who,  disregarding  the 
witness  of  €n}€Ty  other  known  Codex — every  other  Version — 
every  other  available  Ecclesiastical  Writer, — insist  on  following 
the  dictates  of  a  little  group  of  authorities,  of  which  nothing 
whatever  is  known  with  so  much  certainty  as  that  often, 
when  they  concur  exclusively,  it  is  to  mislead.  We  speak  of 
codices  b  or  k  or  d  ;  the  IXth-century  codex  l,  and  such 
cursives*  as  13  or  33 ;  a  few  copies  of  the  old  Latin  and 
one  of  the  Egyptian  versions :  perhaps  Origen. — Not  theory 


^  The  epithet  *  cursive,*  is  used  to  denote  manuscripts  written  in 
'  running-hand,'  of  which  the  oldest  known  specimens  helong  to  the  IXth 
century.  *  UnciaZ*  manuscripts  are  those  which  are  written  in  capital 
letters.  A  *  codex*  popularly  signifies  a  manuscript,  A  'version'  is  a 
iranslaiion.  A  'recension'  is  a  revision,  (We  have  been  requested  to 
explain  these  terms.) 

C  2 
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therefore: — ^not  prejudice: — ^not  conjecture: — not  unproved 
assertion : — ^not  any  single  codex,  and  certainly  not  codex  B : 
— not  an  imaginary  'Antiochene  Recension'  of  another 
imaginary  '  Pre-Syrian  Text :  * — not  antecedent  fancies  about 
the  affinity  of  documents  : — neither  '  the  [purely  arbitrary] 
method  of  genealogy/ — nor  one  man's  notions  (which  may  be 
reversed  by  another  tnan*8  notions)  of  '  Transcriptional  Proba- 
bility :  * — not  '  instinctive  processes  of  Criticism/ — ^least  of 
all  'the  individual  mind/  with  its  'supposed  power  of 
divining  the  Original  Text ' — of  which  no  intelligible  account 
can  be  rendered : — nothing  of  this  sort, — (however  specious 
and  plausible  it  may  sound,  especially  when  set  forth  in 
confident  language ;  advocated  with  a  great  show  of  unin- 
telligible learning;  supported  by  a  formidable  array  of 
cabalistic  symbols  and  mysterious  contractions;  above  all 
when  recommended  by  justly  respected  names,) — nothing  of 
this  sort,  we  say,  must  be  allowed  to  determine  for  us  the 
Text  of  Scripture.  The  very  proposal  should  set  us  on  our 
guard  against  the  certainty  of  imposition. 

We  deem  it  even  axiomatic,  that,  in  every  case  of  doubt 
or  difficulty — supposed  or  real  —  our  critical  method  must 
be  the  same :  namely,  after  patiently  collecting  all  the 
available  evidence,  then,  without  partiality  or  prejudice,  to 
adjudicate  between  the  conflicting  authorities,  and  loyally  to 
accept  that  verdict  for  which  there  is  clearly  the  preponder- 
ating evidence.  The  best  supported  Reading^  in  other  words, 
must  always  be  held  to  be  the  trtie  Beading:  and  nothing 
may  be  rejected  from  the  commonly  received  Text,  except  on 
evidence  which  shall  dearly  outweigh  the  evidence  for 
retaining  it.  We  are  glad  to  know  that,  so  far  at  least,  we 
once  had  Bp.  Ellicott  with  us.  He  announced  (in  1870)  that 
the  best  way  of  proceeding  with  the  work  of  Revision  is,  "  to 
make  the  Textus  Beceptus  the  standard, — departing  from  it 
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only  when  critical  or  grammatical  considerations  sfiow  that  it 
is  clearly  necessary."  *  We  ourselves  mean  no  more.  When- 
ever the  evidence  is  about  evenly  balanced,  few  it  is  hoped 
will  deny  that  the  Text  which  has  been  '  in  possession '  for 
three  centuries  and  a  half,  and  which  rests  on  infinitely 
better  manuscript  evidence  than  that  of  any  ancient  work 
which  can  be  named, — should,  for  every  reason,  be  let 
alone.* 

But,  (we  shall  perhaps  be  asked,)  has  any  critical  Editor 
of  the  N.  T.  seriously  taught  the  reverse  of  all  this  ?  Yes 
indeed,  we  answer.  Lachmann,  Tregelles,  Tischendorf, — the 
most  recent  and  most  famous  of  modem  editors, — ^have  all 
three  adopted  a  directly  opposite  theory  of  textual  revision. 
With  the  fiLrst-named,  fifty  years  ago  (1831),  virtually  origi- 
nated the  principle  of  recurring  exclusively  to  a  few  ancient 
documents  to  the  exclusion  of  the  many.  *  Lachmann's  text 
seldom  rests  on  more  than  four  Greek  codices,  very  often  on 
three,  not  unfrequently  on  two,  sometimes  on  only  ane*^ 
Bishop  EUicott  speaks  of  it  as  "  a  text  composed  on  the 
narrowest  and  most   exclvMve  principles''^      Of  the   Greek 


^  Considerations  on  Revision,  p.  30. 

'  Once  for  all,  we  request  it  may  be  clearly  understood  that  we  do  not, 
by  any  means,  claim  perfection  for  the  Received  Text.  We  entertain  no 
extravagant  notions  on  this  subject.  Again  and  again  we  shall  have 
occainon  to  point  out  (e.  g,  at  page  107)  that  the  Textus  Beceptus  needs 
correction.  We  do  but  insist,  (1)  That  it  is  an  incomparably  better  text 
than  that  which  either  Lachmann,  or  Tischendorf,  or  Tregelles  has  pro- 
duced :  infinitely  preferable  to  the  *  New  Greek  Text '  of  the  Revisionists. 
Andy  (2)  ThBLt  to  be  improved,  the  Textus  Beceptus  will  have  to  be  revised 
on  entirely  different '  principles '  from  those  which  are  just  now  in  fashion. 
If  en  must  begin  by  unlearning  the  German  prejudices  of  the  last  fifty 
years ;  and  address  themselves,  instead,  to  the  stem  logic  of  facts. 

•  Scriyener's  Introduction,  pp.  342-4. 

*  Ut  tuprb,  p.  46.  We  prefer  to  quote  the  indictment  against  Lachmann, 
Tischendorf,  Tregelles,  from  the  pages  of  Revisionists. 
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Fathers  (Lachmann  says)  he  employed  ardy  Origen}  Paying 
extraordinary  deference  to  the  Latin  Version,  he  entirely 
disregarded  the  coeval  Syriac  translation.  The  result  of  such 
a  system  must  needs  prove  satisfactory  to  no  one  except  its 
author. 

Lachmann's  leading  fallacy  has  perforce  proved  fatal  to 
the  value  of  the  text  put  forth  by  Dr.  Tregelles.  Of  the 
scrupulous  accuracy,  the  indefatigable  industry,  the  pious 
zeal  of  that  estimable  and  devoted  scholar,  we  speak  not. 
All  honour  to  his  memory !  As  a  specimen  of  conscientious 
labour,  his  edition  of  the  N.  T.  (1857-72)  passes  praise,  and 
will  never  lose  its  value.  But  it  has  only  to  be  stated,  that 
Tregelles  effectually  persuaded  himself  that  'eighty-nine 
ninetieths*  of  our  extant  manuscripts  and  other  authorities 
may  safely  be  rejected  and  lost  sight  of  when  we  come  to 
amend  the  text  and  try  to  restore  it  to  its  primitive  purity,* 
— to  make  it  plain  that  in  Textual  Criticism  he  must  needs 
be  regarded  as  an  untrustworthy  teacher.  Why  he  should 
have  condescended  to  employ  no  patristic  authority  later 
than  Eusebius  [fl.  a.d.  320],  he  does  not  explain.  "  His 
critical  principles,"  (says  Bishop  Ellicott,)  "especially  his 
general  principles  of  estimating  and  regarding  modem  manu- 
scripts, are  now  perhaps  justly  called  in  question."  ' 

"  The  case  of  Dr.  Tischendorf  "  (proceeds  Bp.  Ellicott)  "  is 
still  more  easily  disposed  of.  Which  of  this  most  inconstant 
Critic's  texts  are  we  to  select  ?  Surely  not  the  last,  in  which 
an  exaggerated  preference  for  a  single  Manuscript  which  he 
has  had  the  good  fortune  to  discover,  has  betrayed  him  into 


'  *  Ex  Bcriptoribus  Graecis  tantwper  Ori(jfene  solo  usi  sumus.' — Prafalio, 
p.  xxi. 

«  Scrivener's  Plain  luirod.  p.  397.  «  Ut  mpra,  p.  48. 
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an  almost  child-like  infirmity  of  critical  judgment.  Surely 
also  not  his  seventh  edition,  which  .  .  .  exhibits  all  the 
instability  which  a  comparatively  recent  recognition  of  the 
authority  of  cursive  manuscripts  might  be  supposed  likely  to 
introduce."  ^  With  Dr.  Tischendorf, — (whom  one  vastly  his 
superior  in  learning,  accuracy,  and  judgment,  has  generously 
styled  '  the  first  Biblical  Critic  in  Europe  *  *) — "  the  evidence 
of  codex  v^,  supported  or  even  unsupported  by  one  or  two 
other  authorities  of  any  description,  is  sufficient  to  outweigh 
any  other  witnesses, — whether  Manuscripts,  Versions,  or 
ecclesiastical  Writers."  ^  We  need  say  no  more.  Until  the 
foregoing  charge  has  been  disproved.  Dr.  Tischendorf  s  last 
edition  of  the  N.  T.,  however  precious  as  a  vast  storehouse  of 
materials  for  criticism, — ^however  admirable  as  a  specimen 
of  unwearied  labour,  critical  learning,  and  first-rate  ability, 
— ^must  be  admitted  to  be  an  utterly  unsatisfactory  exhi- 
bition of  the  inspired  Text.  It  has  been  ascertained  that 
his  discovery  of  codex  k  caused  his  8th  edition  (1865-72) 
to  diSer  from  his  7th  in  no  less  than  3505  places, — "  to  the 
scandal  of  the  science  of  Comparative  Criticism,  as  well  as  to 
his  own  grave  discredit  for  discernment  and  consistency."* 
But,  in  fact,  what  is  to  be  thought  of  a  Critic  who, — because 
the  last  verse  of  S.  John's  Gospel,  in  K,  seemed  to  himself  to 
be  written  with  a  different  pen  from  the  rest, — ^has  actually 
omitted  tliat  verse  (xxi.  25)  entirely,  in  defiance  of  every 
known  Copy,  every  known  Version,  and  the  explicit  testimony 
of  a  host  of  Fathers  i  Such  are  Origen  (in  11  places), — 
Eusebius  (in  3), — Gregory  Nyss.  (in  2), — Gregory  Nazian., — 
ps.-Dionys.  Alex.,*  — ^Nonnus, — Chrysostom  (in  6  places), — 
Theodorus  Mops,  (in  2), — Isidorus, — Cyril  Alex-  (in  2), — 
Victor  Ant., — ^Ammonius,  —  Severus,  —  Maximus, — ^Andreas 


*  Ut  supra,  p.  47.       "  Prebendary  Scrivener,  ibid.  (ed.  1874),  p.  429. 
»  Jbid.  p.  470.  *  Ibid.  *  Caneilia,  i.  852. 
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Cretensis, — Ambrose, — Gaudentiu^, — Philastrius,  —  Sedulius, 
— Jerome, — Augustine  (in  6  places).  That  Tischendorf  was 
a  critic  of  amazing  research,  singular  shrewdness,  indefatig- 
able industry  ;  and  that  he  enjoyed  an  unrivalled  familiarity 
with  ancient  docimients ;  no  fair  person  will  deny.  But  (in 
the  words  of  Bishop  EUicott,^  whom  we  quote  so  perseveringly 
for  a  reason  not  hard  to  divine,)  his  '  great  inconstancy,' — ^his 
'  natural  want  of  sobriety  of  critical  judgment,' — ^and  his 
'unreasonable  deference  to  the  readings  found  in  his  own 
codex  Sinaiticus;' — ^to  which  should  be  added  *the  utter 
absence  in  him  of  any  intelligible  fixed  critical  principles;  ' — 
all  this  makes  Tischendorf  one  of  the  worst  of  guides  to 
the  true  Text  of  Scripture. 

The  last  to  enter  the  field  are  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort, 
whose  bej^utifuUy-printed  edition  of  *  the  New  Testament  in 
the  original  Greek '  *  was  published  within  five  days  of  the 
'  Revised  Authorized  Version '  itself;  a  "  confidential "  copy  of 
their  work  having  been  already  entrusted  to  every  member 
of  the  New  Test,  company  of  Revisionists  to  guide  them  in 
their  labours, — under  pledge  that  they  should  neither  show 
nor  communicate  its  contents  to  any  one  else. — The  learned 
Editors  candidly  avow,  that  they  *  have  deliberately  chosen 
on  the  whole  to  rely  for  docimientary  evidence  on  the  stores 
accumulated  by  their  predecessors,  and  to  confine  themselves 
to  their  proper  work  of  editing  the  text  itself.' '  Nothing 
therefore  has  to  be  enquired  after,  except  the  critical  prin- 
ciples on  which  they  have  proceeded.     And,  after  assuring 


'   Ut  supra,  p.  47. 

*  The  New  Testament  in  the  Original  Greek.  The  Text  revised  by 
Brooke  Foss  Westcott,  D.D.,  and  Fenton  John  Anthony  Hort, '  D.D. 
Cambridge  and  London,  1881. 

•  From  the  Preface  prefixed  to  the  *  limited  and  private  issue '  of  1870, 
vi. 
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US  that  'the  study  of  Grouping  is  the  foundation  of  all 
enduring  Criticism/  *  they  produce  their  secret :  viz.  That  in 
*  every  one  of  our  witnesses '  except  codex  B,  the  *  corruptions 
are  innumerable ;  *  ^  and  that,  in  the  Gospels,  the  one  *  group 
of  witnesses '  of '  incomparable  value*  is  codex  B  in  '  combina- 
tion with  another  primary  Greek  manuscript,  as  K  B,  B  l,  b  c, 
BT,  BD,  BB,  AB,  BZ,  b33,  and  in  S.Mark  ba.'^  This  is 
'  Textual  Criticism  made  easy,'  certainly.  Well  aware  of  the 
preposterous  results  to  which  such  a  major  premiss  must 
inevitably  lead,  we  are  not  surprised  to  find  a  plea  straight- 
way put  in  for  *  instinctive  processes  of  Criticism,'  of  which  tlie 
foundaiion  '  needs  perpetual  correction  and  recorrection!  But 
our  confidence  fairly  gives  way  when,  in  the  same  breath,  the 
accomplished  Editors  proceed  as  follows: — 'But  we  are 
obliged  to  come  to  the  individual  mind  at  last ;  and  canons  of 
Criticism  are  useful  only  as  warnings  against  natural  illu- 
sions, and  aids  to  circumspect  consideration,  not  as  absolute 
rules  to  prescribe  the  final  decision.  It  is  true  that  no  indi- 
vidual  mind  can  ever  work  with  perfect  uniformity,  or  free 
itself  completely  from  its  ovm  idiosyncrasies.  Yet  a  clear 
sense  of  the  danger  of  unconscuyus  caprice  may  do  much 
towards  excluding  it.  We  trust  also  that  the  present  Text 
has  escaped  some  risks  of  this  kind  by  being  the  joint  pro- 
duction of  two  Editors  of  diflTerent  habits  of  mind '  *  .  .  .  A 
somewhat  insecure  safeguard  surely !  May  we  be  permitted 
without  offence  to  point  out  that  the  '  idiosyncrasies '  of  an 
'  individual  mind  *  (to  which  we  learn  with  astonishment '  we 
are  obliged  to  come  at  last')  are  probably  the  very  worst 
foundation  possible  on  which  to  build  the  recension  of  an 
inspired  writing?  With  regret  we  record  our  conviction, 
that  these  accomplished  scholars  have  succeeded  in  producing 
a  Text  vastly  more  remote  from  the  inspired  autographs  of 


*  Ut  suprh,  p.  XV.      *  Ibid.  p.  xviii.     '  J  bid,  p.  xvi.     *  Jbid,  pp.  xviii.,  xix. 
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the  Evangelists  than  any  which  has  appeared  since  the 
invention  of  printing.  When  full  Prolegomena  have  been 
furnished  we  shall  know  more  about  the  matter;^  but  to 


^  [JVbfe, — that  I  have  thought  it  best,  for  many  reasons^  to  retain  the 
ensuing  note  as  it  originally  appeared ;  merely  restoring  [within  brackets'] 
those  printed  portions  of  it  for  which  there  really  uhxs  no  room.  The  third 
Article  in  the  present  volume  wHl  he  found  to  supply  an  ample  exposure 
of  the  shaUoumess  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Eorfs  Textual  Theory. ] 

While  these  sheets  are  passing  through  the  press,  a  copy  of  the  long- 
expected  volume  reaches  us.  The  theory  of  the  respected  authors  proves 
to  be  the  shallowest  imaginable.  It  is  briefly  this : — Fastening  on  the  two 
oldest  codices  extant  (b  and  Ky  both  of  the  lYth  century),  they  invent  the 
following  hypothesis: — 'That  the  ancestries  of  those  two  manuscripts 
diverged  from  a  point  near  the  autographs^  and  never  came  into  contact 
subsequently^    [No  reason  is  produced  for  this  opinion.] 

Having  thus  secured  two  independent  witnesses  of  what  was  in  the 
sacred  autographs,  the  Editors  claim  that  the  coincidence  of  K  and  B  must 
'  mark  those  portions  of  text  in  which  two  primitive  and  entirely  separate 
lines  of  transmission  had  not  come  to  differ  from  each  other  through 
independent  corruption  :'  and  therefore  that,  '  in  the  absence  of  specially 
strong  internal  evidence  to  the  contrary,'  '  the  readings  of  K  and  b  com- 
bined may  safely  be  accepted  as  genuine,^ 

But  what  is  to  be  done  when  the  same  two  codices  diverge  one  from  the 
other  t — In  all  such  cases  (we  are  assured)  the  readings  of  any  *  binary 
combination '  of  b  are  to  be  preferred ;  because  '  on  the  closest  scrutiny,' 
they  generally  *  have  t?ie  ring  of  genuineness  f  hardly  ever  *  look  suspi- 
cious after  full  consideration.'  'Even  when  b  stands  quite  alone,  its 
readings  must  never  be  lightly  rejected.'    [We  are  not  told  why. 

But,  (rejoins  the  student  who,  after  careful  collation  of  codex  b,  has 
arrived  at  a  vastly  different  estimate  of  its  character,) — ^What  is  to  be 
done  when  internal  and  external  evidence  alike  condemn  a  reading  of  b  ? 
How  is  *mumpsimus*  for  example  to  be  treated? — ^ Mumpsimus*  (the 
Editors  solemnly  reply)  as  *  the  better  attested  reading' — (by  which  they 
mean  the  reading  attested  by  b,) — we  place  in  our  margin,  *  SumpsimuSy 
apparently  the  right  reading,  we  place  in  the  text  within  ft ;  in  token  that 
it  is  probably  *  a  successful  ancient  conjecture.* 

We  smile,  and  resume : — But  how  is  the  fact  to  be  accounted  for  that 
the  text  of  Chrysostom  and  (in  the  main)  of  the  rest  of  the  IVth-century 
Fathers,  to  whom  we  are  so  largely  indebted  for  our  critical  materials,  and 
who  must  have  employed  codices  fully  as  old  as  b  and  K :  how  is  it,  we 
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judge  from  the  Bemarks  (in  pp.  541-62)  which  the  learned 
Editors  (Bevisionists  themselves)  have  subjoined  to  their 
elegantly-printed  volume,  it  is  to  be  feared  that  the  fabric 


nak,  thut  the  text  of  all  these,  including  codex  a,  differs  essentially  from 
the  text  exhibited  by  codices  b  and  M  ? — ^The  editors  reply, — The  text  of 
Chrysoetom  and  the  rest,  we  designate  '  Syrian,'  and  assume  to  have  been 
the  result  of  an  '  editorial  Reyision,'  which  we  oonjecturally  assign  to  the 
second  half  of  the  Illrd  century.  It  is  the  '  Pre-Syrian '  text  that  we  are 
in  search  of;  and  we  recognize  the  object  of  our  search  in  codex  b. 

We  stare,  and  smile  again.  But  how  then  does  it  come  to  pass  (we 
rejoin)  that  the  Peschito,  or  primitive  Syriac,  which  is  older  by  full  a 
century  and  a  half  than  the  last-named  date,  is  practically  still  the  same 
text? — ^This  fatal  circumstance  (not  overlooked  by  the  learned  Editors) 
they  encounter  with  another  conjectural  assumption.  '  A  Bevision '  (say 
they)  *  of  the  Old  Syriac  version  appears  to  have  taken  place  early  in  the 
IVth  century,  or  sooner;  and  doubtless  in  some  connexion  with  the 
Syrian  revision  of  the  Greek  text,  the  readings  being  to  a  very  great 
extent  coincident.' 

And  pray,  where  is  '  the  Old  Syriac  version '  of  which  you  speak  ? — It 
is  (reply  the  Editors)  our  way  of  designating  the  fragmentary  Syriac  MS. 
commonly  known  as  *  Cureton's.' — Your  way  (we  rejoin)  of  manipulating 
facts,  and  disposing  of  evidence  is  certainly  the  most  convenient,  as  it  is 
the  most  extraordinary,  imaginable :  yet  is  it  altogether  inadmissible  in  a 
grave  enquiry  like  the  present.  Syriac  scholars  are  of  a  widely  different 
opinion  from  yourselves.  Do  you  not  perceive  that  you  have  been  draw- 
ing upon  your  imagination  for  every  one  of  your  facts  ? 

We  decline  in  short  on  the  mere  conjectural  ipse  dixit  of  these  two 
respected  scholars  to  admit  either  that  the  Peschito  is  a  Revision  of 
Cureton's  Syriac  Version ; — or  that  it  was  executed  about  a.d.  325 ; — or 
that  the  text  of  Chrysostom  and  the  other  principal  IVth-centiuy  Fathers 
is  the  result  of  an  unrecorded  '  Antiochian  Revision '  which  took  place 
about  the  year  a.d.  275. 

But  instead  of  troubling  ourselves  with  removing  the  upper  story  of 
the  visionary  structure  before  us, — ^which  reminds  us  painfully  of  a  house 
which  we  once  remember  building  with  playing-cards, — we  begin  by 
removing  the  basement-story,  which  brings  the  entire  superstructure  in 
an  instant  to  the  ground.] 

For  we  decline  to  admit  that  the  texts  exhibited  by  b  K  can  have 
'diverged  from  a  point  near  the  sacred  autographs,  and  never  come  iDto 
contact  subsequently.'    We  are  able  to  show,  on  the  contrary,  that  the 


28      WESTCOTT  AND  HORT'S  EDITION  OF  THE  N.  T.     [Abt. 

will  be  found  to  rest  too  exclusively  on  vague  assumption 
and  unproved  hypothesis.  In  other  words,  a  painful  appre- 
hension is  created  that  their  edition  of  *  The  New  Testament 
in  the  original  Greek'  will  be  found  to  partake  incon- 


readings  they  jointly  embody  afford  the  strongest  presumption  that  the 
MSS.  which  contain  them  are  nothing  else  but  specimens  of  those  '  cor- 
rected,' i.e.  corrupted  copies,  which  are  known  to  have  abounded  in  the 
earliest  ages  of  the  Church.  From  the  prevalence  of  identical  depravations 
in  either,  we  infer  that  they  are,  on  the  contrary,  derived  from  the  same 
not  very  remote  depraved  original :  and  therefore,  that  their  coincidence, 
when  they  differ  from  all  (or  nearly  all)  other  MSS.,  so  far  from  marking 

*  two  primitive  and  entirely  separate  lines  of  transmission '  of  the  inspired 
autographs,  does  but  mark  what  was  derived  from  the  same  corrupt 
conmion  ancestor ;  whereby  the  supposed  two  independent  witnesses  to  the 
Evangelic  verity  become  resolved  into  a  single  witness  to  a  fabricated  text 
of  the  Ilird  century. 

It  is  impossible  in  the  meantime  to  withhold  from  these  learned  and 
excellent  men  (who  are  infinitely  better  than  their  theory)  the  tribute  of 
our  sympathy  and  concern  at  the  evident  perplexity  and  constant  distress 
to  which  their  own  fatal  major  premiss  has  reduced  them.  The  Nemesis 
of  Superstition  and  Idolatry  is  ever  the  same.  Doubt, — unbelief, — 
credulity, — general  mistrust  of  all  evidence,  is  the  inevitable  sequel  and 
penalty.  In  1870,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  solemnly  assured  their  brother 
Revisionists  that '  the  prevalent  assumption,  that  throughout  the  N.  T.  the 
true  text  is  to  be  found  somewhere  among  recorded  readings,  does  not  stand 
t?ie  test  of  experience : ' '  and  they  are  evidently  still  haunted  by  the  same 
spectral  suspicion.    They  see  a  ghost  to  be  exorcised  in  every  dark  comer. 

*  The  Art  of  Conjectural  Emendation '  (says  Dr.  Hort)  *  depends  for  its 
success  so  much  on  personal  endowments,  fertility  of  resource  in  the  first 
instance,  and  even  more  an  appreciation  of  language  too  delicate  to  acquiesce 
in  merely  plausible  corrections,  that  it  is  easy  to  forget  its  true  character 
as  a  critical  operation  founded  on  knowledge  and  method.'  ^  Specimens  of 
the  writer's  skill  in  this  department  abound.  One  occurs  at  p.  135  {App.) 
where,  in  defiance  of  every  known  document,  he  seeks  to  evacuate  S.  Paul's 
memorable  injunction  to  Timothy  (2  Tim.  i.  13)  of  all  its  significance. 
[A  fuller  exposure  of  Dr.  Hort's  handling  of  this  important  text  will  be 
found  later  in  the  present  volume.]  May  we  be  allowed  to  assure  the 
accomplished  writer  that  in  Bibucal  Textual  Criticism,  *  Conjectural 
Emendation  '  has  no  place  ? 

•  P.  xxL  *  IntnO,  p.  71. 
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veniently  of  the  nature  of  a  work  of  the  Imagination.  As 
codex  K  proved  fatal  to  Dr.  Tischendorf,  so  is  codex  B  evi- 
dently the  rock  on  which  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have  split. 
Did  it  ever  occur  to  those  learned  men  to  enquire  how  the 
Septuagint  Version  of  the  Old  Testament  has  fared  at  the 
hands  of  codex  B  ?  They  are  respectfully  invited  to  address 
themselves  to  this  very  damaging  enquiry. 

But  surely  (rejoins  the  intelligent  Reader,  coming  fresh  to 
these  studies),  the  oldest  extant  Manuscripts  (b  k  a  c  d)  rrmst 
exhibit  the  purest  text !     Is  it  not  so  ? 

It  (mght  to  be  so,  no  doubt  (we  answer) ;  but  it  certainly 
need  not  be  the  case. 

We  know  that  Origen  in  Palestine,  Lucian  at  Antioch, 
Hesychius  in  Egypt,  '  revised '  the  text  of  the  N.  T.  Unfor- 
tunately, they  did  their  work  in  an  age  when  such  fatal  mis- 
apprehension prevailed  on  the  subject,  that  each  in  turn  will 
have  inevitably  imported  a  fresh  assortment  of  monstra  into 
the  sacred  writings.  Add,  the  baneful  influence  of  such 
spirits  as  Theophilus  (sixth  Bishop  of  Antioch,  a.d.  168), 
Tatian,  Ammonius,  &c.,  of  whom  we  know  there  were  very 
many  in  the  primitive  age,  —  some  of  whose  productions, 
we  further  know,  were  freely  multiplied  in  every  quarter 
of  ancient  Christendom : — add,  the  fabricated  Gospels  which 
anciently  abounded;  notably  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews, 
about  which  Jerome  is  so  communicative,  and  which  (he 
says)  he  had  translated  into  Greek  and  Latin : — ^lastly,  freely 
grant  that  here  and  there,  with  well-meant  assiduity,  the 
orthodox  themselves  may  have  sought  to  prop  up  truths 
which  the  early  heretics  (Basilides,  a.d.  134,  Valentinus,  a.d. 
140,  with  his  disciple  Heracleon,  Marcion,  a.d.  150,  and  the 
rest,)  most  perseveringly  assailed ; — and  we  have  sufficiently 
explained  how  it  comes  to  pass  that  not  a  few  of  the  codices 
of  primitive  Christendom  must  have  exhibited  Texts  which 
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were  even  scandalously  corrupt.  '  It  is  no  less  true  to  fact 
than  paradoxical  in  sound/  writes  the  most  learned  of  the 
Revisionist  body, 

•  that  the  worst  corruptions,  to  which  the  New  Testament  has 
ever  been  subjected,  originated  within  a  hundred  years  after  it 
was  composed  :  that  Irenseus  [a.d.  150]  and  the  African  Fathers, 
and  the  whole  Western,  with  a  portion  of  the  Syrian  Church, 
used  far  inferior  manuscripts  to  those  employed  by  Stunioa,  or 
Erasmus,  or  Stephens  thirteen  centuries  later,  when  moulding 
the  Textus  Beceptus.'^ 

And  what  else  are  codices  K  B  C  D  but  spedmeTis — in  vastly 
different  degrees — of  the  doss  thus  characterized  by  Prebendary 
Scrivener?  Nay,  who  will  venture  to  deny  that  those 
codices  are  indebted  for  their  preservation  soldy  to  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  they  were  long  since  recognized  as  the 
depositories  of  Readings  which  rendered  them  utterly  un- 
trustworthy ? 

Only  by  singling  out  some  definite  portion  of  the  Gospels, 
and  attending  closely  to  the  handling  it  has  experienced  at 
the  hands  of  A  «  B  c  D, — to  the  last  four  of  which  it  is  just 
now  the  fashion  to  bow  down  as  to  an  oracular  voice  from 
which  there  shall  be  no  appeal, — can  the  student  become 
aware  of  the  hopelessness  of  any  attempt  to  construct  the  Text 
of  the  N.  T.  out  of  the  materials  which  those  codices  ex- 
clusively supply.  Let  us  this  time  take  S.  Mark's  account  of 
the  healing  of  *  the  paralytic  borne  of  four'  (ch.  ii.  1-12), — 
and  confront  their  exhibition  of  it,  with  that  of  the  commonly 
received  Text.  In  the  course  of  those  12  verses,  (not  reck- 
oning 4  blunders  and  certain  peculiarities  of  spelling,) 
there  will  be  found  to  be  60  variations  of  reading, — of  which 


*  Scrivener,  Introduction,  p.  463. — Stunica,  it  will  he  remembered,  wa« 
the  chief  editor  of  the  Complutensian,  or  first  printed  edition  of  the  New 
Testament,  (1514). 
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55  are  nothing  else  but  depravations  of  the  text,  the  result 
of  inattention  or  licentiousness.     Westcott  and  Hort  adopt 
23  of  these: — (18,  in   which  K  B  conspire  to  vouch  for  a 
reading:    2,   where   «   is  unsupported   by   B:    2,   where   B 
is    unsupported    by    K :    1,   where   c  D   are   supported    by 
neither  k   nor  b).     Now,  in  the  present  instance,  the  *five 
old   uncials'   cannot   be  the   depositories   of    a   tradition, — 
whether  Western  or  Eastern, — because  they  render  inconsis- 
tent testimony  in  every  verse.     It  must  further  be  admitted, 
(for  this  is  really  not  a  question  of  opinion,  but  a  plain 
matter  of  fact,)  that  it  is  unreasonable  to  place  confidence  in 
such  documents.     What  would  be  thought  in  a  Court  of  Law 
of  five  witnesses,  called  up  47  times  for  examination,  who 
should  be  observed  to  bear  contradictory  testimony  every  time  ? 
But  the  whole  of  the  problem  does  not  by  any  means  lie 
on   the   surface.     All  that  appears  is   that  the  five  oldest 
uncials  are  not  trustworthy  witnesses ;  which  singly,  in  the 
course  of  12  verses  separate  themselves  from  their  fellows 
33  times :  viz.  A,  twice ; — «,  5  times ; — b,  6  times  ; — c,  thrice ; 
— D,  17  times:  and  which  also  enter  into  the  11  following 
combinations  with  one  another  in  opposition  to  the  ordinary 
Text : — A  c,  twice ; — «  b,  10  times ; — K  D,  once ; — c  D,  3  times ; 
— K  B  c,  once ; — K  B  d,  5  times  ; — «  C  D,  once ; —    B  c  d,  once ; 
— A  KC  D,  once ; — A  BCD,  once ; — A  K  B  c  D,  once.     (Note,  that 
on  this  last  occasion,  which  is  the  07ily  time  when  they  all  5 
agree,  they  are  certainly  all  5  lorong.)  But  this,  as  was  observed 
before,  lies  on  the  surface.     On  closer  critical  inspection,  it  is 
further  discovered  that  their  testimony  betrays  the  baseness  of 
their  origin  by  its  intrinsic  worthlessness.    Thus,  in  Mk.  ii,  1, 
the  delicate  precision  of  the  announcement  ^kowOt)  ori  ei*2 
of  KC/N  'Exn  (that  *IIe  has  gone  in  *),  disappears  from  K  B  d  : — 
as  well  as  (in  ver.  2)  the  circumstance  that  it  became  the 
signal  for  many  'immediately'  («B)  to  assemble  about  the 
door. — In  ver.  4,  S.  Mark  explains  his  predecessor's  concise 
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statement  that  the  paralytic  was  '  brought  to '  our  Saviour,* 
by  remarking  that  the  thing  was  *  impossible  *  by  the  ordinary 
method  of  approach.  Accordingly,  his  account  of  the  ex- 
pedient resorted  to  by  the  bearers  fills  one  entire  verse  (ver.  4) 
of  his  Gospel.  In  the  mean  time,  «  B  by  exhibiting  (in 
S.  Mark  ii.  3,)  *  bringing  unto  Him  one  sick  of  the  palsy ' 
{<l>€poPT€^  7rpo9  ainov  irapaXvriKOP, — which  is  but  a  senseless 
transposition  of  wpo^  avTov,  irapaXuTiKov  ^poirre?),  do  their 
best  to  obliterate  the  exquisite  significance  of  the  second 
Evangelist's  method. — ^In  the  next  verse,  the  perplexity  of 
the  bearers,  who,  because  they  could  not  'come  nigh  Him* 
(TTpoaeyyurat  avr^),  unroofed  the  house,  is  lost  in  fi(  B, — whose 
Trpoaeveytccu  has  been  obtained  either  from  Matt.  ix.  2,  or  else 
from  Luke  v.  18,  19  (eureveytcelv,  eiaeveyKaxriv).  '  The  bed 
WHERE  WAS  the  paral3rtic '  (top  Kpd/3/3aTov  •onor  ^n  o  irapa- 
Xtrrt/eo^y  in  imitation  of  'the  roof  where  was'  Jesus  {ri^v 
criyriv  •onoT  ''hn  [o  'Ii/croO?],  which  had  immediately  pre- 
ceded), is  just  one  of  those  tasteless  depravations,  for  which 
K  B,  and  especially  D,  are  conspicuous  among  manuscripts. — 
In  the  last  verse,  the  instantaneous  rising  of  the  paralytic, 
noticed  by  S.  Mark  {r/yip0rj  eifOia^),  and  insisted  upon  by 
S.  Luke  ('and  immediately  he  rose  up  before  them,' — koX 
irapa')(prjfia  avaara^  hfiinnov  avr&v),  is  obliterated  by 
shifting  €v0€€i>^  in  M  B  and  c  to  a  place  where  €^€a>9  is  not 
wanted,  and  where  its  significancy  disappears. 

Other  instances  of  Assimilation  are  conspicuous.  All  must 
see  that,  in  ver.  5,  xal  l&ov  (k  b  c)  is  derived  from  Matt.  ix.  2 
and  Luke  v.  20 :  as  well  as  that  *  Son,  be  of  good  cheer '  (c)  is 
imported  hither  from  Matt.  ix.  2.  '  My  son,'  on  the  other  hand 
(k),  is  a  mere  effort  of  the  imagination.  In  the  same  verse, 
aov  ai  afiapriat  (k  b  d)  is  either  from  Matt.  ix.  5  (sic) ;  or 


*  vpwri^tpop  avr^, — S.  Matt.  ix.  2. 
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else  from  ver.  9,  lower  down  in  S.  Mark's  narrative.  A^oin-e?, 
in  ver.  6  (d),  is  from  S.  Luke  v.  21.  ''Tira/ye  (k)  in  ver.  9,  and 
iv€irf€  ek  TOP  ohcov  aov  (d),  are  clearly  importations  from 
ver  11.  The  strange  confusion  in  ver.  7, — '  Becavse  this  man 
thus  specikcth,  he  Uasphcraeth  *  (b), — ^and  *  Why  doth  this  man 
thus  speak  ?  He  blasphemeth '  (k  d), — is  due  solely  to  Mtt.  ix.  3  : 
— while  the  appendix  proposed  by  K  as  a  substitute  for  *  We 
never  saw  it  on  this  fashion'  {piihrorre  out(o<;  eiBofiev),  in 
ver  12  (viz.  *  It  was  never  so  seen  in  Israel/  ovBerrore  ovtox; 
iffxivTi  iv  T^  ^lapai^X),  has  been  transplanted  hither  from 
S.  Matt.  ix.  33. 

We  shall  perhaps  be  told  that,  scandalously  corrupt  as  the 
text  of  K  B  c  D  hereabouts  may  be,  no  reason  has  been  shown 
as  yet  for  suspecting  that  heretical  depravation  ever  had 
anything  to  do  with  such  phenomena.  That  (we  answer)  is 
only  because  the  writings  of  the  early  depravers  and  fabri- 
cators of  Gospels  have  universally  perished.  From  the 
slender  relics  of  their  iniquitous  performances  which  have 
survived  to  our  time,  we  are  sometimes  able  to  lay  our  finger 
on  a  foul  blot  and  to  say,  '  This  came  from  Tatian's  Diates- 
saron;  and  that  from  Marcion's  mutilated  recension  of  the 
Gospel  according  to  S.  Luke.'  The  piercing  of  our  Saviour's 
side,  transplanted  by  codices  K  B  c  from  S.  John  xix.  34  into 
S.  Matt.  xxviL  49,  is  an  instance  of  the  former, — which  it 
may  reasonably  create  astonishment  to  find  that  Drs.  West- 
cott  and  Hort  {alone  amxmg  Editors)  have  nevertheless 
admitted  into  their  text,  as  equally  trustworthy  with  the  last 
12  verses  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel.  But  it  occasions  a  stronger 
sentiment  than  surprise  to  discover  that  this,  '  the  gravest 
interpolation  yet  laid  to  the  charge  of  B,' — this  'sentence 
which  neither  they  nor  any  other  competent  scholar  can 
possibly  believe  that  the  Evangelist  ever  wrote,'  ^ — has  been 

*  Scrivener,  Plain  Introd.  p.  472. 
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actually  foisted  into  the  margin  of  the  Revised  Version  of 
S.  Matthew  xxviL  49.  Were  not  the  Bevisionists  aware  that 
Buch  a  disfigurement  must  prove  fatal  to  their  work  ?  For 
whose  benefit  is  the  information  volimteered  that  'many 
ancient  authorities '  are  thus  grossly  interpolated  ? 

An  instructive  specimen  of  depravation  follows,  which  can 
be  traced  to  Marcion's  mutilated  recension  of  S.  Luke's 
GospeL  We  venture  to  entreat  the  favour  of  the  reader's 
sustained  attention  to  the  license  with  which  the  Lord's 
Prayer  as  given  in  S.  Luke's  Gospel  (xi.  2-4),  is  exhibited  by 
codices  «  a  b  c  d.  For  every  reason  one  would  have  expected 
that  so  precious  a  formula  would  have  been  found  enshrined 
in  the  *old  uncials'  in  peculiar  safety;  handled  by  copyists 
of  the  IVth,  Vth,  and  Vlth  centuries  with  peculiar  reverence. 
Let  us  ascertain  exactly  what  has  befallen  it : — 

(a)  D  introduces  the  Lord's  Prayer  by  interpolating  the 
following  paraphrase  of  S.  Matt  vL  7 : — '  Use  not  vain 
repetitions  as  the  rest :  for  some  suppose  tliat  they  shall  he 
heard  by  their  mtich  speaking.  But  when  ye  pray '  .  .  .  After 
which  portentous  exordium, 

(J)  B  K  omit  the  5  words, '  Our ' '  which  art  in  heaven,'  Then, 

(c)  D  omits  the  article  (to)  before  'name:*  and  supple- 
ments the  first  petition  with  the  words  '  upon  us '  (iif!  ^/na^). 
It  must  needs  also  transpose  the  words  '  Thy  Kingdom '  (17 
fiaaiKeia  aov). 

(d)  B  in  turn  omits  the  third  petition, — *  Thy  will  be  done, 
as  in  heaven,  also  on  the  earth ; '  which  11  words  K  retains,  but 
adds  *  so '  before  '  also,'  and  omits  the  article  (t^)  ;  finding  for 
once  an  ally  in  a  c  D. 

{e)  K  D  for  hIZov  write  S69  (from  Matt). 
(/)  K  omits  the  article  (to)  before ' day  by  day*    And, 
{g)  D,  instead  of  the  3  last-named  words,  writes  '  this  day ' 
(from  Matt) :  substitutes  '  debts '  (tA  6<f>€CKrifuiTa)  for '  sins '  {rii 
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cLfULprrifULTa^ — also  fix)m  Matt.)  :  and  in  place  of  *for  \we\ 
ourselves '  (/col  yap  airroi)  writes  '  as  also  we '  (co?  kgX  ^fieh, 
again  from  Matt.). — But, 

(h)  H  shows  its  sympathy  with  d  by  accepting  two-thirds 
of  this  last  blimder :  exhibiting '  a^  also  [we]  ourselves  '  («b9  koI 
eurroC). 

(i)  D  consistently  reads  'our debtors*  (roi^ o^vKera^^  ftfi&v) 
in  place  of  '  every  one  thai  is  indebted  to  us '  (iravrl  6<f>etXjoyn 
i}/ilj/).— Finally, 

(J)  B  H  omit  the  last  petition, — *but  deliver  us  from  evil* 
{oKKoL  pvaai  ^fJM<i  awb  rov  irovqpov) — unsupported  by  A  C  or  D. 
Of  lesser  discrepancies  we  decline  to  take  account. 

So  then,  these  five  'first-class  authorities'  are  found  to 
throw  themselves  into  six  different  combinations  in  their 
departures  from  S.  Luke's  way  of  exhibiting  the  Lord's 
Prayer, — which,  among  them,  they  contrive  to  falsify  in 
respect  of  no  less  than  45  words ;  and  yet  they  are  never  ahle 
to  agree  am/mg  themselves  as  to  any  single  various  reading: 
while  only  once  are  more  than  two  of  them  observed  to  stand 
together, — viz.  in  the  unauthorized  omission  of  the  article. 
In  respect  of  32  (out  of  the  45)  words,  they  bear  in  turn  soli- 
tary evidence.  What  need  to  declare  that  it  is  certainly  false 
in  every  instance  ?  Such  however  is  the  infatuation  of  the 
Critics,  that  the  vagaries  of  b  are  all  taken  for  gospel.  Besides 
omitting  the  11  words  which  B  omits  jointly  with  «,  Drs.  West- 
cott  and  Hort  erase  from  the  Book  of  Life  those  other  11 
precious  words  which  are  omitted  by  b  only.  And  in  this 
way  it  comes  to  pass  that  the  mutilated  condition  to  which 
the  scalpel  of  Marcion  the  heretic  reduced  the  Lord's  Prayer 
some  1730  years  ago,^  (for  the  mischief  can  all  be  traced  back 

^  The  words  omitted  are  therefore  the  following  22 : — fiyLSdv^  6  cV  roU 
ovpajfoU  .  .  .  ytvfiBi\fT»  t6  3€\rjfid  aov,  ms  cV  ovpav^,  koi  cVi  rrjs  yrjs  ,  .  . 
akXa  pvatu  ^fuis  aw6  rov  nomipov. 

D   2 
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to  him!),  is  palmed  off  on  the  Church  of  England  by  the 
Revisionists  as  the  work  of  the  Holy  Ghost  ! 

(a)  We  may  now  proceed  with  our  examination  of  their 
work,  beginning — as  Dr.  Boberts  (one  of  the  Revisionists) 
does,  when  explaining  the  method  and  results  of  their  labours — 
with  what  we  hold  to  be  the  gravest  blot  of  all,  viz.  the  marks 
of  serious  suspicion  which  we  find  set  against  the  last  Twelve 
verses  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel.  Well  may  the  learned  Presby- 
terian anticipate  that — 

'  The  reader  will  be  stmok  by  the  appearance  which  this  long 
paragraph  presents  in  the  Revised  Version.  Although  inserted, 
it  is  marked  off  by  a  considerable  space  from  the  rest  of  the 
Gospel.  A  note  is  also  placed  in  the  margin  oontaiuing  a  brief 
explanation  of  this.'^ 

A  very  brief  *  explanation '  certainly  :  for  the  note  explains 
nothing.    Allusion  is  made  to  the  following  words — 

'  The  two  oldest  Greek  manuscripts,  and  some  other  autho- 
rities, omit  from  ver.  9  to  the  end.  Some  other  authorities  have 
a  different  ending  to  the  Gospel.' 

But  now, — For  the  use  of  whom  has  this  piece  of  infor- 
mation been  volunteered  ?  Not  for  learned  readers  certainly: 
it  being  familiarly  known  to  all,  that  codices  B  and  K  cUone  of 
mambscripts  (to  their  own  effectual  condemnation)  omit  these 
12  verses.  But  then  scholars  know  something  more  about 
the  matter.  They  also  know  that  these  12  verses  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  a  separate  treatise  extending  to  upwards 
of  300  pages, — which  treatise  has  now  been  before  the  world 
for  a  full  decade  of  years,  and  for  the  best  of  reasons  has 
never  yet  been  answered.  Its  object,  stated  on  its  title-page, 
was  to .  vindicate  against  recent  critical  objectors,  and  to 


'  Companion  to  the  Revised  Version,  p.  61. 
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establish  '  the  last  Twelve  Verses '  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel.^ 
Moreover,  competent  judges  at  once  admitted  that  the  author 
had  succeeded  in  doing  what  he  undertook  to  do.*  Can  it 
then  be  right  (we  respectfully  enquire)  still  to  insinuate  into 
unlearned  minds  distrust  of  twelve  consecutive  verses  of  the 
everlasting  Gospel,  which  yet  have  been  demonstrated  to  be 
as  trustworthy  as  any  other  verses  which  can  be  named  ? 

The  question  arises, — But  how  did  it  come  to  pass  that 
such  evil  counsels  were  allowed  to  prevail  in  the  Jerusalem 
Chamber?  Light  has  been  thrown  on  the  subject  by  two 
of  the  New  Test,  company.  And  first  by  the  learned  Con- 
gr^ationalist,  Dr.  Newth,  who  has  been  at  the  pains  to 
describe  the  method  which  was  pursued  on  every  occasion. 
The  practice  (he  informs  us)  was  as  follows.  The  Bishop  of 
Gloucester  and  Bristol,  as  chairman,  asks — 

'  Whether  any  Textual  Changes  are  proposed  ?  The  evidence 
for  and  against  is  briefly  stated,  and  the  proposal  considered. 
The  duty  of  stating  this  evidence  is  by  tacit  consent  devolved 
npon  («c)  two  members  of  the  Company,  who  from  their  pre- 
vious studies  are  specially  entitled  to  speak  with  authority  upon 
snob  questions, — Dr.  Scrivener  and  Dr.  Hort^ — and  who  come 
prepared  to  enumerate  particularly  the  authorities  on  either 
side.  Dr.  Scrivener  opens  up  the  matter  by  stating  the  facts  of 
the  case,  and  by  giving  his  judgment  on  the  bearings  of  the 
evidence.  Dr.  Hort  follows,  and  mentions  any  additional 
matters  that  may  call  for  notice;  and,  if  differing  from  Dr. 
Scrivener's  estimate  of  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  gives  his 


*  The  hut  Ttodve  Verses  of  the  Oospd  (rcording  to  8,  Mark,  vindicited 
against  recent  critical  Objectors  and  estahlishedf  by  the  Rev.  J.  W.  Burgon, — 
pp.  334,  publiBhed  by  Parker,  Oxford,  1871. 

'  As  Dr.  Jacobson  and  Dr.  Chr.  Wordsworth, — the  learned  Bishops  of 
Chester  and  Lincoln.  It  is  right  to  state  that  Bp.  Ellicott  '  considers  the 
passage  doubtful,'  (On  Revision,  p.  36.)  Dr.  Scrivener  (it  is  well  known) 
differs  entirely  from  Bp.  Ellicott  on  this  important  point. 
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reasonfi  and  states  his  own  view.  After  discnssion,  the  vote  of 
the  Company  is  taken,  and  the  proposed  Beading  accepted  or 
rejected.  The  Text  being  thu8  settled,  the  Chairman  asks  for 
proposals  on  the  Bendering.'* 

And  thus,  the  men  who  were  appointed  to  improve  tfie 
English  Translation  are  exhibited  to  us  remodelling  the 
original  Greek.  At  a  moment's  notice,  as  if  by  intuition, — 
by  an  act  which  can  only  be  described  as  the  exercise  of 
instinct, — these  eminent  Divines  undertake  to  decide  which 
shall  be  deemed  the  genuine  utterances  of  the  Holy  Ghost,' 
— which  not.  Each  is  called  upon  to  give  his  vote,  and  he 
gives  it.  '  Tlie  Text  hdng  thus  settled,*  they  proceed  to  do  the 
only  thing  they  were  originally  appointed  to  do ;  viz.  to  try 
their  hands  at  improving  our  Authorized  Version.  But  we 
venture  respectfully  to  suggest,  that  by  no  such  '  rough  and 
ready*  process  is  that  most  delicate  and  difficult  of  all  critical 
problems — the  truth  of  Scripture — to  be '  settled.' 

Sir  Edmund  Beckett  remarks  that  if  the  description  above 
given  "  of  the  process  by  which  the  Eevisionists  '  settled '  the 
Greek  alterations,  is  not  a  kind  of  joke,  it  is  quite  enough  to 
'settle'  this  Eevised  Greek  Testament  in  a  very  different 
sense."^  And  so,  in  truth,  it  clearly  is. — "  Such  a  proceeding 
appeared  to  me  so  strange,"  (writes  the  learned  and  judicious 
Editor  of  the  Speaker's  Commentary,)  "  that  I  fully  expected 
that  the  account  would  be  corrected,  or  tliat  some  explanation 
would  be  given  which  might  remove  the  very  unpleasant 
impression."*    We  have  since  heard  on  the  best  authority. 


*  Lectures  on  Bible  Revision,  pp.  119-20. 

'  TOf  aki^Btls  pTO-fif  Ilvcv/ioroff  rov  'Ayiov. — Clemens  Rom.,  c  45. 
'  Should  the  Hevised  New  Testament  be  authorized? — p.  42. 

*  lieviseii    Version  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  considered, — by   Canon 
Cm)k,— pp.  221-2. 
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tJuU  namely  of  Bishop  Ellicott  himself,^  that  Dr.  Newth's 
account  of  the  method  of  '  settling '  the  text  of  the  N.  T,, 
pursued  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber,  is  correct. 

But  in  fact,  it  proves  to  have  been,  from  the  very  first, 
a  definite  part  of  the  Programme.  The  chairman  of  the 
Bevisionist  body.  Bishop  Ellicott, — ^when  he  had  "  to  consider 
the  practical  question," — whether  "  (1),  to  construct  a  critical 
Text  first :  or  (2),  to  use  preferentially,  though  not  exclusively, 
some  current  Text :  or  (3),  simply  to  proceed  onward  with  the 
work  of  Eevision,  whether  of  Text  or  Translation,  making  the 
current  Textus  Beceptus  the  standard,  and  departing  from  it 
only  when  critical  or  grammatical  considerations  show  that 
it  is  clearly  necessary, — ^in  fact,  solvere  arrdndando;"  announces, 
at  the  end  of  19  pages, — "We  are  driven  then  to  the  third 
alternative."^ 

We  naturally  cast  about  for  some  evidence  that  the 
members  of  the  New  Testament  company  possess  that  mas- 
tery of  the  subject  which  alone  could  justify  one  of  their 
number  (Dr.  Milligan)  in  asserting  roundly  that  these  12 
verses  are  '  not  from  the  pen  of  S,  Mark  himself  ;'^  and  another 
(Dr.  Eoberts)  in  maintaining  that  *  the  passage  is  not  the 
immolate  production  of  S.  Marh'^  Dr.  Eoberts  assures  us 
that — 

*  EusebiuB,  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Victor  of  Antiooh,  Severas  of 
Antioch,  Jerome,  as  well  as  other  writers,  especially  Greeks, 
testify  that  these  verses  were  not  written  by  S.  Mark,  or  not 
found  in  the  best  copies."^ 

Will  the  learned  writer  permit  us  to  assure  him  in 
return  that  he  is  entirely  mistaken  ?  He  is  requested  to 
believe  that  Gregory  of  Nyssa  says  nothing  of  the  sort — says 


*  At  p.  34  of  his  pamphlet  in  reply  to  the  first  two  of  the  present 
Articles. 

«  On  Bevinan,  pp.  30  and  49.  »   fiords  of  the  N.  T.  p.  193. 

*  Companwn  to  the  Bevited  Version^  p.  63.  '  Jhid,  p.  62. 
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nothing  at  oil  concerning  these  verses:  that  Victor  of  Antioch 
vouches  emphatically  for  their  genuineness:  that  Severus  does 
but  copy,  while  Jerome  does  but  translate,  a  few  random 
expressions  of  Eusebius  :  and  that  Eusebius  himself  nowhere 
*  testifies  that  these  verses  were  not  written  by  S.  Mark.'  So 
far  &om  it,  Eusebius  actually  quotes  the  verseSy  quotes  them 
as  genuine.  Dr.  Soberts  is  further  assured  that  there  are  no 
'  other  writers,'  whether  Greek  or  Latin,  who  insinuate  doubt 
concerning  these  verses.  On  the  contrary,  besides  io<A  the  Latin 
and  cM  the  Syriac — ^besides  the  Gothic  and  the  two  Egyptian 
versions — ^there  exist  four  authorities  of  the  Ilnd  century ; — 
as  many  of  the  Ilird ; — five  of  the  Vth ; — ^four  of  the  Vlth ; — 
as  many  of  the  Vllth ; — together  with  at  least  ten  of  the  IVth* 
{contemporaries  therefore  of  codices  B  avd  k)  ; — ^which  actually 
recognize  the  verses  in  question.  Now,  when  to  every  known 
Manuscript  but  two  of  bad  character,  besides  every  ancient 
Version,  some  one-and-thirty  Fathers  have  been  added,  18  of 
whom  must  have  used  copies  at  least  as  old  as  either  B  or  K , 
— Dr.  Roberts  is  assured  that  an  amount  of  external  autho- 
rity has  been  accumulated  which  is  simply  overwhelming  in 
discussions  of  this  nature. 

But  the  significance  of  a  single  feature  of  the  Lectionary, 
of  which  up  to  this  point  nothing  has  been  said,  is  alone 
sufiicient  to  determine  the  controversy.  We  refer  to  the  fact 
that  in  every  part  of  Eastern  Christendom  these  same  12  verses 
— neither  more  nor  less — ^have  been  from  the  earliest  recorded 
period,  and  still  are,  a  proper  lesson  both  for  the  Easter  season 
and  for  Ascension  Day. 

'  Viz.  Eusebius,  —  Macarius  Magnes,  —  Aphraates,  —  Didymus,  —  the 
Syriac  Acts  of  the  App.,  —  Epiphanius,  —  Ambrose, — Chrysostom, — 
Jerome, — Augustine.  It  happens  that  the  disputation  of  Macarius  Magnes 
(a.d.  300-350)  with  a  heathen  philosopher,  which  has  recently  come  to 
light,  contains  an  elaborate  discussion  of  S.  Mark  xvi.  17, 18.  Add  the 
curious  story  related  by  the  author  of  the  ratchal  Chronicle  (a.d.  628) 
concerning  Leontius,  Bishop  of  Antioch  (a.d.  348), — p.  289.  This  has 
been  hitherto  overlooked. 


L]  THE  TBUE  BEADING  OP  S.  LUKE  II.  14.  41 

We  pass  on. 

(b)  a  more  grievous  perversion  of  the  truth  of  Scripture 
ifi  scarcely  to  be  found  than  occurs  in  the  proposed  revised 
exhibition  of  S.  Luke  ii  14,  in  the  Greek  and  English  alike ; 
for  indeed  not  only  is  the  proposed  Greek  text  (iv  avOpwnrois; 
evSofcia^)  impossible,  but  the  English  of  the  Eevisionists 
('peace  among  men  in  whom  he  is  well  pleased')  'can  be 
arrived  at '  (as  one  of  themselves  has  justly  remarked)  *  only 
through  some  process  which  woidd  make  any  phrase  bear 
almost  any  meaning  the  translator  might  like  to  put  upon 
it.'^  More  than  that :  the  harmony  of  the  exquisite  three- 
part  hymn,  which  the  Angels  sang  on  the  night  of  the 
Nativity,  becomes  hopelessly  marred,  and  its  structural  sym- 
metry destroyed,  by  the  welding  of  the  second  and  third 
members  of  the  sentence  into  one.  Singular  to  relate,  the 
addition  of  a  single  final  letter  (9)  has  done  all  this  mischief. 
Quite  as  singular  is  it  that  we  should  be  able  at  the  end 
of  upwards  of  1700  years  to  discover  what  occasioned  its 
calamitous  insertion.  From  the  archetypal  copy,  by  the  aid 
of  which  the  old  Latin  translation  was  made,  (for  the  Latin 
copies  all  read  'pax  hominihus  bonas  voluntatis,*)  the  preposi- 
tion iv  was  evidently  away, — absorbed  apparently  by  the  av 
which  immediately  follows.  In  order  therefore  to  make  a 
sentence  of  some  sort  out  of  words  which,  without  iv,  are 
simply  imintelligible,  evBo/cia  was  turned  into  cvSokuk;.  It 
is  accordingly  a  significant  circumstance  that,  whereas  there 
exists  no  Greek  copy  of  the  Gospels  which  omits  the  iv,  there 
is  scarcely  a  Latin  exhibition  of  the  place  to  be  found  which 
contains  it.*  To  return  however  to  the  genuine  clause, — 
*  Good-will  towards  men  *  (iv  avOpdnroi^  evSoKui), 

'  Scrivener's  Introduction,  p.  515. 

•  Tifich.  specifies  7  Latin  copies.    Origen  (iii.  946/.),  Jerome  (vii.  282), 
and  Leo  (ap.  Sabatier)  are  the  only  patristic  quotations  discoverable. 
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Absolutely  decisive  of  the  true  reading  of  the  passage 
— irrespectively  of  internal  considerations — ought  to  be  the 
consideration  that  it  is  vouched  for  by  every  known  copy  of 
the  Gospels  of  whatever  sort,  excepting  only  k  a  B  D :  the 
first  and  third  of  which,  however,  were  anciently  corrected 
and  brought  into  conformity  with  the  Eeceived  Text ;  while 
the  second  (a)  is  observed  to  be  so  inconstant  in  its  testi- 
mony, that  in  the  primitive  *  Morning-hymn '  (given  in 
another  page  of  the  same  codex,  and  containing  a  quotation 
of  S.  Luke  ii.  14),  the  correct  reading  of  the  place  is  found. 
d's  complicity  in  error  is  the  less  important,  because  of  the 
ascertained  sympathy  between  that  codex  and  the  Latin. 
In  the  meantime  the  two  Syriac  Versions  are  a  full  set-ofif 
against  the  Latin  copies ;  while  the  hostile  evidence  of  the 
Gothic  (which  this  time  sides  with  the  Latin)  is  more  than 
neutralized  by  the  unexpected  desertion  of  the  Coptic  version 
from  the  opposite  camp.  The  Armenian,  Greorgian,  -^thiopic, 
Slavonic  and  Arabian  versions,  are  besides  all  with  the 
Eeceived  Text.  It  therefore  comes  to  this : — ^We  are  invited 
to  make  our  election  between  every  other  copy  of  the 
Gospels, — every  known  Lectionary, — and  (not  least  of  all) 
the  ascertained  ecclesiastical  usage  of  the  Eastern  Church 
from  the  beginning,— on  the  one  hand :  and  the  testimony  of 
four  Codices  without  a  history  or  a  character,  which  concur 
in  upholding  a  patent  mistake,  on  the  other.  Will  any  one 
hesitate  as  to  which  of  these  two  parties  has  the  stronger 
claim  on  his  allegiance  ?    . 

Could  doubt  be  supposed  to  be  entertained  in  any  quarter. 
It  muBt  at  all  events  be  borne  away  by  the  torrent  of  Pat- 
rlHlic  atitliority  which  is  available  on  the  present  occasion : — 

\\\  I  ho  llnd  century, — we  have  the  testimony  of  (1) 
IronirUB.*  ^ 

"  1.469. 
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In  the  Ilird, — that  of  (2)  Origen  ^  in  3  places, — and  of  (3) 
the  Apostolical  Constitutions  ^  in  2. 

In  the  rVth, — (4)  Eusebius,' — (5)  Aphraates  the  Persian,* 
— (6)  Titns  of  Bostra,  *  each  twice ; — (7)  Didymus  •  in  3 
places ; — (8)  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,' — (9)  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,* 
—(10)  Epiphanius*  twice; — (11)  Gregory  of  Nyssa^®  4 
times,— (12)  Ephraem  Syrus,"— (13)  Philo  bishop  of  Car- 
paaus,** — (14)  Chrysostom,^^  in  9  places, — and  (15)  a  name- 
less preacher  at  Antioch,"  —  all  these,  contemporaries  (be 
it  renumbered)  of  B  and  K,  are  foimd  to  bear  concurrent 
testimony  in  favour  of  the  commonly  received  text. 

In  the  Vth  century, — (16)  Cyril  of  Alexandria,^®  on  no 
less  than  14  occasions,  vouches  for  it  also; — (17)  Theodoret^* 
on  4 ; — (18)  Theodotus  of  Ancyra  "  on  5  (once  "  in  a  homily 
preached  before  the  Council  of  Ephesus  on  Christmas-day, 
A.D.  431) ; — (19)  Proclus  ^*  archbishop  of  Constantinople ; — 
(20)  Paulus  **  bishop  of  Emesa  (in  a  sermon  preached  before 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  on  Christmas-day,  a.d.  431) ; — (21)  the 
Eastern  bishops*^  at  Ephesus  collectively,  a.d.  431  (an 
unusually  weighty  piece  of  evidence) ; — and  lastly,  (22)  Basil 


L  374 ;  ii.  714 ;  iv.  15.  «  vii.  47 ;  viii.  13. 

Dem.  Ev.  pp.  163,  342.  *  i.  180,  385. 

In  loc    Also  in  Luc.  xix.  29  {Cat  Ox,  141). 

De  Tnn.  p.  84 ;  CJord.  Cat.  in  P«.  ii.  450,  745. 

L  845, — ^which  is  reproduced  in  the  Paschal  Chronicle,  p.  374. 

P.  180 ;  cf.  p.  162.  •  i.  154, 1047.    '<»  i.  355,  696,  6  ;97  iii.  346. 

"  Gr.  iii.  434.  "  Ap.  GaUand.  ix.  754. 

"  i.  687 ;  ii.  453,  454 ;  vi.  393  ;  vii.  311,  674 ;  viii.  85 ;  xi.  347.  Also 
Cat.  in  Ps.  ui.  139.  "  Ap.  Chrys.  vi.  424 ;  cf.  p.  417. 

^  In  Luc.  pp.  12, 16,  502  (=Mai,  ii.  128).  Also  Mai,  u.  343,  Horn,  de 
Incam.  p.  109.  0^.  ii.  593;  v.»  681,  30,  128,  380,  402, 154;  vi.  398. 
Maii,  iii.»  286.  "  i.  290, 1298 ;  iL  18 ;  iii.  480. 

"  Ap.  GaUand.  ix.  446,  476.     ConcU.  iii.  1001, 1023. 
^»  Conca.  iu.  1002.  "  Ap.  Galland.  ix.  629. 

»  CmcU.  iii.  1095.  "  CoficU.  iii.  829=Cyr.  0pp.  vi.  159. 
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of  Seleucia.*     Now,  let  it  be  remarked  that  these  were  contem- 
poraries of  codex  A. 

In  the  Vlth  century, — the  Patristic  witnesses  are  (23) 
Cosmas,  the  voyager,*  5  times, — (24)  Anastasius  Sinaita,^  — 
(25)  Eidogius*  archbishop  of  Alexandria:  contemporaries^ 
he  it  remembered,  of  codex  D. 

In  the  Vllth,— (26)  Andreas  of  Crete  *  twice. 

And  in  the  Vlllth, — (27)  Cosmas*  bishop  of  Maiuma 
near  Gaza, — and  his  pupil  (28)  John  Damascene,' — and 
(29)  Germanus  ®  archbishop  of  Constantinople. 

To  these  29  illustrious  names  are  to  be  added  unknown 
writers  of  uncertain  date,  but  all  of  considerable  antiquity ; 
and  some*  are  proved  by  internal  evidence  to  belong  to 
the  IVth  or  Vth  century, — in  short,  to  be  of  the  date  of 
the  Fathers  whose  names  16  of  them  severally  bear,  but 
among  whose  genuine  works  their  productions  are  probably 
not  to  be  reckoned.  One  of  these  was  anciently  mistaken 
for  (30)  Gregory  Thaumaturgus :  *"  a  second,  for  (31)  Metho- 
dius :  ^^  a  third,  for  (32)  Basil."  Three  others,  with  different 
degrees  of  reasonableness,  have  been  supposed  to  be  (33,  34, 
35)  Athanasius.*'  One  has  passed  for  (36)  Gregory  of 
Nyssa ;  ^*  another  for  (37)  Epiphanius ; "  wliile  no  less  than 
eight  (38  to  45)  have  been  mistaken  for  Chrysostom,^*  some 
of  them  being  certainly  his  contemporaries.  Add  (46)  one 
anonymous  Father,^'  and  (47)  the  author  of  the  apocryphal 


»  Nov.  Auciar,  i.  596.  «  Montf.  ii.  152, 160,  247,  269. 

«  Eexaem.  ed.  Migne,  vol.  89,  p.  899.  *  Ap.  Galland-  xiL  308. 

«  Ed.  Combefis,  14,  54 ;  ap.  Galland.  xiii.  100, 123. 

•  Ap.  Galland,  xiii.  235.  ''  ii.  836. 

•  Ap.  Galland-  xiii.  212.  •  E.g.  Chrys.  Opp,  viii. ;  Append,  214. 
w  P.  6  D.  "  Ap.  Galland.  iii.  809.  "  U.  602. 
»  iL  101, 122,  407.  1*  iii.  447.  »  u.  298. 
"  ii.  804 ;  iii.  783 ;  v.  638,  670,  788 ;  viii.  214,  286 ;  x.  754,  821. 

"  Cord.  Cat.  in  Ps.  ii.  960. 
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Ada   PUati, — and    it  will  be  perceived    that    18   ancient 
authorities  have  been  added  to  the  list,  every  whit  as  compe- 
tent to  witness  what  was  the  text  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14  at  the  time 
when  A  B  K  D  were  written,  as  Basil  or  Athanasius,  Epi- 
phanius  or  Chrysostom  themselves.^     For  (yur  present  pttrpose 
they  are  Codices  of  the  IVth,  Vth,  and  Vlth  centuries.     In 
this  way  then,  far  more  than  forty-seven  ancient  witnesses 
have  come  back  to  testify  to  the  men  of  this  generation  that 
the  commonly  received  reading  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14  is  the  true 
reading^  and  that  the  text  which  the  Eevisionists  are  seeking 
to  palm  ofif  upon  us  is  a  fahrication  and  a  Uunder.    Will 
any  one  be  found  to  maintain  that  the  authority  of  B  and  H 
is  appreciable,  when  confronted  by  the  first  15  contemporary 
Ecclesiastical  Writers  above  enumerated  ?  or  that  A  can  stand 
against  the  7  which  follow  ? 

This  is  not  all  however.  Survey  the  preceding  enume- 
ration geographically,  and  note  that,  besides  1  name  from 
Gaul, — ^at  least  2  stand  for  Constantinople, — while  5  are 
dotted  over  Asia  Minor : — 10  at  least  represent  Antioch ;  and 
— 6,  other  parts  of  Syria : — 3  stand  for  Palestine,  and  12  for 
other  Churches  of  the  East : — at  least  5  are  Alexandrian, — 
2  are  men  of  Cyprus,  and — 1  is  from  Crete.  If  the  articulate 
voices  of  so  many  illustrious  Bishops,  coming  back  to  us  in 
this  way  from  every  part  of  ancient  Christendom  and  all 
delivering  the  same  unfaltering  message,  —  if  this  be  not 
allowed  to  be  decisive  on  a  point  of  the  kind  just  now  before 
us,  then  pray  let  us  have  it  explained  to  us, — ^What  amoimt 
of  evidence  iviU  men  accept  as  final  ?  It  is  high  time  that 
this  were  known  .  .  .  The  plain  truth  is,  that  a  case  has 


^  Of  the  ninety-two  places  above  quoted,  Tischendorf  knew  of  only 
eleven,  Tregelles  adduces  only  six, — Neither  critic  seems  to  have  been 
aware  that  'Gregory  Thaum.'  is  not  the  author  of  the  citation  they 
ascribe  to  him.  And  why  does  Tischendorf  quote  as  Basil's  what  is  known 
not  to  have  been  his  ? 
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been  established  against  K  ▲  B  D  and  the  Latin  version,  which 
amounts  to  jnMf  that  those  documents,  even  when  they  con- 
spire to  yield  the  self-same  evidence,  are  not  to  be  depended 
on  as  witnesses  to  the  text  of  Scripture.  The  history  of 
the  reading  advocated  by  the  Revisionists  is  briefly  this : — It 
emergen  into  notice  in  the  Ilnd  century;  and  in  the  \{h^  dis- 
appears f  rem  sight  entirely. 

Enough  and  to  spare  has  now  been  offered  concerning 
the  true  reading  of  S.  Luke  iL  14.  But  because  we  propose 
to  ourselves  that  no  uncertainty  whaiever  shall  remain  on 
this  subject,  it  will  not  be  wasted  labour  if  at  parting  we 
pour  into  the  ruined  citadel  just  enough  of  shot  and  shell  to 
leave  no  dark  comer  standing  for  the  ghost  of  a  respectable 
doubt  hereafter  to  hide  in.  Now,  it  is  confessedly  nothing 
else  but  the  high  estimate  which  Critics  have  conceived  of 
the  value  of  the  testimony  of  the  old  uncials  (k  A  B  c  d), 
which  has  occasioned  any  doubt  at  all  to  exist  in  this  behalf. 
Let  the  learned  Beader  then  ascertain  for  himself  the 
character  of  codices  K  a  B  c  D  hereabouts,  by  collating  the 
context  in  which  8.  Luke  iL  14  is  founds  viz.  the  13  verses 
which  precede  and  the  one  verse  (ver.  15)  which  immediately 
follows.  If  the  old  uncials  are  obser\'ed  all  to  sing  in  tune 
throughout,  hereabouts,  well  and  good :  but  if  on  the  con- 
trary, their  voices  prove  utterly  discordant,  who  sees  not  that 
the  last  pretence  has  been  taken  away  for  placing  any  con- 
fidevice  at  aU  in  their  testimony  concerning  the  text  of 
ver.  14,  turning  as  it  does  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  a 
single  letter  /  ...  He  will  find,  as  the  resiQt  of  his  analysis, 
that  within  the  space  of  those  14  verses,  the  old  uncials  are 
responsible  for  56  '  various  readings '  (so-called) :  singly,  for 
41;  in  combination  with  one  another,  for  15.  So  diverse, 
however,  is  the  testimony  they  respectively  render,  that  they 
are  found  severally  to  differ  from  the  Text  of  the  cursives  no 
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less  than  70  times.  Among  them,  besides  twice  varying  the 
phrase, — ^they  contrive  to  omit  19  words  : — to  add  4 : — to 
substitute  17  : — to  alter  10 : — to  transpose  24. — Lastly,  these 
five  codices  are  observed  (within  the  same  narrow  limits)  to 
fall  into  ten  dififerent  combinations :  viz.  B  K,  for  5  readings ; 

B  D,  for  2  ; — K  C,  K  D,  A  C,  K  B  D,  A  K  D,  A  B  K  D,  B  K  C  D, 


A  B  K  c  D,  for  1  each.  A  therefore,  which  stands  alone  twice, 
is  found  in  combination  4  times; — c,  which  stands  alone 
once,  is  foimd  in  combination  4  times  ;^ — B,  which  stands 
alone  5  times,  is  found  in  combination  6  times; — H,  which 
stands  alone  11  times,  is  foimd  in  combination  8  times ; — D, 
which  stands  alone  22  times,  is  found  in  combination  7 
times.  .  .  .  And  now, — for  the  last  time  we  ask  the  question, 
— ^With  what  show  of  reason  can  the  unintelligible  eifBoKia^ 
(of  K  A  B  d)  be  upheld  as  genuine,  in  defiance  of  the  whole 
body  of  Manvsmpts,  uncial  and  cursive, — the  great  bulk  of 
the  Versions, — and  the  mighty  array  of  (upwards  of  fifty) 
Fathers  exhibited  above  ? 

(c)  We  are  at  last  able  to  proceed,  with  a  promise  that 
we  shall  rarely  prove  so  tedious  again.  But  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  begin  by  clearing  the  ground.  We  may  not 
go  on  doubting  for  ever.  The  'Angelic  hymn,'  and  *The 
last  12  Verses '  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel,  are  convenient  places 
for  a  trial  of  strength.  It  has  now  been  proved  that  the  com- 
monly received  text  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14  is  the  true  text, — the 
Bevisionists'  emendation  of  the  place,  a  palpable  mistake. 
On  behalf  of  the  second  Gospel,  we  claim  to  have  also 
established  that  an  important  portion  of  the  sacred  narrative 
has  been  unjustly  branded  with  a  note  of  ignominy ;  from 
which  we  solemnly  call  upon  the  Eevisionists  to  set  the 
Evangelist  free.     The  pretence  that  no  harm  has  been  done 

^  But  then,  note  that  c  is  only  available  for  comparison  down  to  the  end 
of  ver.  5.  In  the  9  verses  which  have  been  lost,  who  shall  say  how  many 
more  eccentricities  would  have  been  discoverable  ? 
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him  by  the  mere  statement  of  what  is  an  undeniable  fact, — 
(viz.  that '  the  two  oldest  Greek  manuscripts,  and  some  other 
authorities,  omit  from  verse  9  to  the  end ; '  and  that  '  some 
other  authorities  have  a  different  ending  to  the  Gospel,') — 
will  not  stand  examination.  Pin  to  the  shoulder  of  an 
honourable  man  a  hearsay  libel  on  his  character,  and  see 
what  he  will  have  to  say  to  you !  Besides, —  Why  have  the 
12  verses  ieen  further  separated  off  from,  the  rest  of  the  Gospel  ? 
This  at  least  is  unjustifiable. 

Those  who,  with  Drs.  Roberts  and  Milligan,^  have  been 
taught  to  maintain  '  that  the  passage  is  not  the  immediate 
production  of  8.  Mark/ — '  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  a  part 
of  the  original  Gospel ;  but  is  rather  an  addition  made  to 
it  at  a  very  early  age,  whether  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
Evangelist  or  not,  it  is  impossible  to  say:* — such  Critics  are 
informed  that  they  stidtify  themselves  wherf  they  proceed 
in  the  same  breath  to  assure  the  ofiTended  reader  that  the 
passage  *  is  nevertheless  possessed  offvU  canonical  atUhoriiy.'^ 
Men  who  so  write  show  that  they  do  not  understand  the 
question.  For  if  these  12  verses  are  *  canonical  Scripture,' — 
as  much  inspired  as  the  12  verses  which  precede  them,  and 
as  worthy  of  undoubting  confidence, — then,  whether  they  be 
*  the  production  of  S.  Mark,'  or  of  some  other,  is  a  purely 
irrelevant  circumstance.  The  Authorship  of  the  passage,  as 
every  one  must  see,  is  not  the  question.  The  last  12  verses 
of  Deuteronomy,  for  instance,  were  probably  not  written  by 
Moses.  Do  we  therefore  separate  them  off  from  the  rest  of 
Deuteronomy,  and  encumber  the  margin  with  a  note  expres- 
sive of  our  opinion  ?  Our  Eevisionists,  so  far  from  holding 
what  follows  to  be  *  canonical  Scripture,'  are  careful  to  state 
that  a  rival  ending  to  be  found  elsewhere  merits  serious 
attention.     S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20,  therefore  {according  to  them), 


*  Companion  to  the  Bevised  Vernon,  pp.  62,  63.     Words  of  the  N,  T. 
p.  193.  »  Words  of  the  N.  T.  p.  193. 
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is  noi  certainly  a  genuine  port  of  the  Gospel ;  niay,  after  all, 
be  nothing  else  but  a  spurious  accretion  to  the  text  And  as 
long  as  such  doubts  are  put  forth  by  our  Eevisionists,  they 
publish  to  the  world  that,  in  their  ciceount  at  all  event^s^ 
these  verses  are  not  *  possessed  of  full  canonical  authority/ 
If  *  the  two  oldest  Greek  manuscripts '  justly  '  omit  from 
verse  9  to  the  end '  (as  stated  in  the  margin),  wUl  any  one 
deny  that  our  printed  Text  ought  to  omit  them  also  ?  ^  On 
the  other  hand,  if  the  circumstance  is  a  mere  literary 
curiosity,  will  any  one  maintain  that  it  is  entitled  to 
abiding  record  in  the  margin  of  the  English  Version  of  the 
everlasting  page  ? — affords  any  warrant  wJiatever  for  scpa-- 
rating  *  the  last  Ttoelve  Verses '  from  their  context  / 

(d)  We  can  probably  render  ordinary  readers  no  more 
effectual  service,  than  by  offering  now  to  guide  them  over 
a  few  select  places,  concerning  the  true  reading  of  which 
the  Revisionists  either  entertain  such  serious  doubts  that 
they  have  recorded  their  uncertainty  in  the  margin  of  their 
work;  or  else,  entertaining  no  doubts  at  all,  have  delibe- 
rately thrust  a  new  reading  into  the  body  of  their  text,  and 
that,  without  explanation,  apology,  or  indeed  record  of  any 
kind.^    One  remark  should  be  premised,  viz.  that  '  various 


*  Dre.  Westeott  and  Hort  (consistently  enough)  put  them  on  tJie  self- 
same/ooHng  with  the  evidently  spurious  ending  found  in  l. 

*  True,  that  a  separate  volume  of  Greek  Text  has  been  put  forth,  show- 
ing every  change  which  has  been  either  actually  accepted,  or  else  suggested 
for  future  possible  acceptance.  But  (in  the  words  of  the  accomplished 
editor),  *  the  lievisers  are  not  respouBibie  for  its  publicatioiiJ'  Moreover, 
(and  this  is  the  chief  point,)  it  is  a  sealed  book  to  all  but  Scholars. 

It  were  unhandsome,  however,  to  take  leave  of  the  learned  labours  of 
Prebendary  Scrivener  and  Archdeacon  Palmer,  without  a  few  words  of 
sympathy  and  admiration.  Their  volumes  (mentioned  at  the  beginning 
of  the  present  Article)  are  all  that  was  to  have  been  expected  from  the 
exquisite  scholarship  of  their  respective  editors,  and  will  be  of  abiding 
interest  and  value.    Both  volumes  should  be  in  the  hands  of  every 
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Readings '  as  they  are  (often  most  unreasonably)  called,  are 
seldom  if  ever  the  result  of  conscious  fraud.    An  immense 
number  are  to  be  ascribed  to  sheer  accident.     It  was  through 
erroneous  judgment,  we  repeat,  not  with  evil  intent,  that 
men  took  liberties  with  the  deposit.    They  imported  into 
their  copies  whatever  readings  they  considered  highly  recom- 
mended.    By  some  of  these  ancient  Critics  it  seems  to  have 
been  thought  allowable  to  ahhreviate^  by  simply  leaving  out 
whatever  did  not  appear  to  themselves  strictly  necessary: 
by  others,  to  transpose  the  words — even  the  members — of  a 
sentence,  almost  to  any  extent :  by  others,  to  substitute  easy 
expressions  for  difficult  ones.     In  this  way  it  comes  to  pass 
that  we  are  often  presented,  and  in  the  oldest  documents  of 
all,  with  Headings  which  stand  self-condemned;  are  clearly 
fabrications.     That  it  was  held  allowable  to  assimilate  one 
Gospel  to  another,  is  quite  certain.     Add,  that  as  early  as 
the  Ilnd  century  there  abounded  in  the  Church  documents, — 
'  Diatessarons '  they  were  sometimes  called, — of  which  the 
avowed  object  was  to  weave  one  continuous  and  connected 
narrative  '  out  of  the  four ; ' — and  we  shall  find  that  as  many 
heads  have  been  provided,  as  will  suffice  for  the  classification 
of  almost  every  various  reading  which  we  are  likely   to 
encounter  in  our  ^tudy  of  the  Gospels. 

'   I.  To  Accidental  Causes  then  we  give  the  foremost  place, 

scholar,  for  neither  of  them  supersedes  the  other.  Dr.  Scrivener  has  (with 
rare  ability  and  immense  lahour)  set  before  the  Church, /or  the  first  time, 
the  f  J  reek  Text  which  was  followed  by  the  Revisers  of  1611,  viz.  Beza's 
N.  T.  of  1598,  supplemented  in  above  190  places  from  other  sources ; 
every  one  of  which  the  editor  traces  out  in  his  Appendix,  pp.  648-56. 
At  the  foot  of  each  page,  he  shows  what  changes  have  been  introduced  into 
the  Text  by  the  Revisers  of  1881. — Dr.  Palmer,  taking  the  Text  of  Stephens 
(1550)  as  his  basis,  presents  us  with  the  Readings  adopted  by  the  Revisers 
of  the  *  Authorized  Version,'  and  relegates  the  displaced  Readings  (of  1611) 
to  the  foot  of  each  page. — We  cordially  congratulate  them  both,  and  thank 
them  for  the  good  service  they  have  rendered. 
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and  of  these  we  have  already  furnished  the  reader  with  two 
notable  and  altogether  dissimilar  specimens.  The  first  (viz. 
the  omission  of  S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20  from  certain  ancient  copies 
of  the  Gospel)  seems  to  have  originated  in  an  unique  circum- 
stance. According  to  the  Western  order  of  the  four,  S.  Mark 
occupies  the  last  place.  From  the  earliest  period  it  had  been 
customary  to  write  riKo^;  ("end")  after  the  8th  verse  of 
his  last  chapter,  in  token  that  there  a  famous  ecclesiastical 
lection  comes  to  a  close.  Let  the  last  leaf  of  one  very  ancient 
archetypal  copy  have  begun  ai  ver.  9 ;  and  let  that  last  leaf 
have  perished; — and  all  is  plain.  A  faithful  copyist  will 
have  ended  the  Gospel  perforce  —  as  b  and  k  have  done — 
at  S.  Mark  xvi.  8.  .  .  .  Our  other  example  (S.  Luke  ii.  14) 
will  have  resulted  from  an  accident  of  the  most  ordinary 
description, — as  was  explained  at  the  outset. — To  the  fore- 
going, a  few  other  specimens  of  erroneous  readings  resulting 
from  Accident  shall  now  be  added. 

(a)  Always  instructive,  it  is  sometimes  even  entertaining 
to  trace  the  history  of  a  mistake  which,  dating  from  the  Ilnd 
or  Ilird  century,  has  remained  without  a  patron  all  down  the 
subsequent  ages,  until  at  last  it  has  been  suddenly  taken 
up  in  our  own  times  by  an  Editor  of  the  sacred  Text,  and 
straightway  palmed  off  upon  an  unlearned  generation  as 
the  genuine  work  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Thus,  whereas  the 
Church  has  hitherto  supposed  that  S.  Paul's  company  *  were 
in  all  in  the  ship  two  hundred  threescore  and  sixteen  souls' 
(Acts  xxvii.  37),  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  (relying  on  the 
authority  of  b  and  the  Sahidic  version)  insist  that  what  S. 
Luke  actually  wrote  was  ' about  scventy-sio:'  In  other  words, 
instead  of  BioKoa-uit  e/SSo/ifiKovrai^,  we  are  invited  hence- 
forth to  read  'U)C  ifiSofJuriKovTae^.  What  can  have  given  rise 
to  so  formidable  a  discrepancy  ?  Mere  accident,  we  answer. 
First,  whereas  S.  Luke  certainly  wrote  ^fiev  Se  eV  t^  irXoiq) 

E  2 
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ai  iraacu  "^^trxaiy  his  last  six  words  at  some  very  early  period 
underwent  the  familiar  process  of  Transposition,  and  became, 
ai  vaaeu  '^^ai  hf  r^  irXoUp ;  whereby  the  word  irkoUa  and 
the  numbers  iuucoauu  e^Bofjurf/covrai^  were  brought  into 
close  proximity.  (It  is  thus  that  Lachmann,  Tischendorf, 
Tregelles,  &c.,  wrongly  exhibit  the  place.)  But  since  *  276 ' 
when  represented  in  Greek  numerals  is  C09,  the  inevitable 
consequence  was  that  the  words  (written  in  uncials)  ran 
thus :  ^YXAl€NTU)nAOlU)CO^.  Behold,  the  secret  is  out !  Who 
sees  not  what  has  happened  ?  There  has  been  no  intentional 
falsification  of  the  text  There  has  been  no  critical  disin- 
clination to  believe  that  'a  corn-ship,  presumably  heavily 
laden,  would  contain  so  many  souls,' — as  an  excellent  judge 
supposes.^  The  discrepancy  has  been  the  result  of  sheer 
accident :  is  the  merest  blunder.  Some  Ilnd-century  copyist 
connected  the  last  letter  of  HAOIU)  with  the  next  ensuing 
numeral,  which  stands  for  200  (viz.  c) ;  and  made  an  inde- 
pendent word  of  it,  viz.  &^ — i.e.  *  about'  But  when  c  (ie. 
200)  has  been  taken  away  from  C09  (i.e.  276),  76  is  per- 
force all  that  remains.  In  other  words,  the  result  of  so 
slight  a  blimder  has  been  that  instead  of  '  two  hundred  and 
seventy-six'  (c09),  some  one  wrote  i^i  09  — i.e.  'about 
seventy-six.'  His  blunder  would  have  been  diverting  had 
it  been  confined  to  the  pages  of  a  codex  which  is  full  of 
blunders.  When  however  it  is  adopted  by  the  latest  Editors 
of  the  N.  T.  (Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort), — and  by  their  influ- 
ence  has  been  foisted  into  the  margin  of  our  revised  English 
Version  —  it  becomes  high  time  that  we  should  reclaim 
against  such  a  gratuitous  depravation  of  Scripture. 

All  this  ought    not  to   have  required  explaining:    the 
blunder  is  so  gross, — its  history  so  patent     But  surely,  had 


^  The  number  is  not  excessive.    There  were  about  600  persons  aboard 
the  ship  in  which  Josephus  traversed  the  same  waters.    (Life,  c.  iii.) 
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its  origin  been  ever  so  obscure,  the  most  elementary  critical 
knowledge  joined  to  a  little  mother-wit  ought  to  convince 
a  man  that  the  reading  cd?  ifiBofArfKovrae^  cannot  be  trust- 
worthy. A  reading  discoverable  only  in  codex  B  and  one 
f^yptian  version  (which  was  evidently  executed  from  codices 
of  the  same  corrupt  type  as  codex  b)  may  always  be  dismissed 
as  certainly  spurious.  But  further, — Although  a  man  might 
of  course  say  *  about  seventy '  or  '  about  eighty*  (which  is  how 
Epiphanius^  quotes  the  place,)  who  sees  not  that  'about 
seventy-«u; '  is  an  impossible  expression  ?  Lastly,  the  two 
false  witnesses  give  divergent  testimony  even  while  they 
seem  to  be  at  one:  for  the  Sahidic  (or  Thebaic)  version 
arranges  the  words  in  an  order  peculiar  to  itself. 

(6)  Another  corruption  of  the  text,  with  which  it  is 
proposed  henceforth  to  disfigure  our  Authorized  Version, 
(originating  like  the  last  in  sheer  accident,)  occurs  in  Acts 
xviii  7.  It  is  related  concerning  S.  Paul,  at  Corinth,  that 
having  forsaken  the  synagogue  of  the  Jews, '  he  entered  into 
a  certain  man's  house  nam^  Jiisttts'  (pvoiuvn  'lovoroir). 
That  this  is  what  S.  Luke  wrote,  is  to  be  inferred  from  the 
fact  that  it  is  foimd  in  almost  every  known  copy  of  the  Acts, 
beginning  with  A  D  G  H  L  p.  Chrysostom — the  only  ancient 
Greek  Father  who  quotes  the  place — so  quotes  it.  This  is, 
in  consequence,  the  reading  of  Lachmann,  Tregelles,  and 
Tischendorf  in  his  7th  edition.  But  then,  the  last  syllable 
of  '  name '  (oNOMATi)  and  the  first  three  letters  of  '  Justus  ' 
(ioyctoy),  in  an  uncial  copy,  may  easily  get  mistaken  for 
an  independent  word.  Indeed  it  only  wants  a  horizontal 
stroke  (at  the  summit  of  the  second  i  in  tiioy)  to  produce 
*  Titus '  (titoy).  In  the  Syriac  and  Sahidic  versions  accord- 
ingly, *  Titus '  actually  stands  in  pla^^  of '  Justus,' — a  reading 


1  ii.  61  and  83. 
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no  longer  discoverable  in  any  extant  codex.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  error  resulted  not  in  the  substitution  of  '  Titus '  for 
*  Justus/  but  in  the  introduction  of  both  names  where 
S.  Luke  wrote  but  one.  K  and  e,  the  Vulgate,  and  the 
Coptic  version,  exhibit  '  Titv^s  Justus.'  And  that  the  fore- 
going is  a  true  account  of  the  birth  and  parentage  of  '  Titus  * 
is  proved  by  the  tell-tale  circumstance,  that  in  b  the  letters 
Tl  and  lOY  are  all  religiously  retained,  and  a  supernumerary 
letter  (t)  has  been  thrust  in  between, — the  result  of  which 
is  to  give  us  one  more  imaginary  gentleman,  viz.  *  Titius 
Justus ;'  with  whose  appearance, — (and  he  is  found  nowhere 
but  in  codex  B,) — ^Tischendorf  in  his  8th  ed.,  with  Westcott 
and  Hort  in  theirs,  are  so  captivated,  that  they  actually  give 
him  a  place  in  their  text.  It  was  out  of  compassion  (we 
presume)  for  the  friendless  stranger  *  Titus  Justus '  that  our 
Revisionists  have,  in  preference,  promoted  him  to  honour :  in 
which  act  of  humanity  they  stand  alone.  Their  '  new  Greek 
Text'  is  the  only  one  in  existence  in  which  the  imaginary 
foreigner  has  been  advanced  to  citizenship,  and  assigned  *  a 
local  habitation  and  a  nama'  ....  Those  must  have  been 
wondrous  drowsy  days  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber  when 
such  manipulations  of  the  inspired  text  were  possible ! 

(c)  The  two  foregoing  depravations  grew  out  of  the 
ancient  practice  of  writing  the  Scriptures  in  uncial  cha- 
racters (i.e.  in  capital  letters),  no  space  being  interposed 
between  the  words.  Another  striking  instance  is  supplied 
by  S.  Matthew  xi.  23  and  S.  Luke  x.  15,  where  however  the 
error  is  so  transparent  that  the  wonder  is  how  it  can  ever 
have  imposed  upon  any  one.  What  makes  the  matter 
serious  is,  that  it  gives  a  turn  to  a  certain  Divine  saying, 
of  which  it  is  incredible  that  either  our  Saviour  or  His 
Evangelists  knew  anytliing.  We  have  hitherto  believed  that 
the  solemn  words  ran  as  follows : — '  And  thou,  Capernamn, 
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which  art  exalted  (17  .  .  .  {/^(oBAra)  unto  heaven,  shalt  be 
brought  down  (Karafii/Scurff'qtrp)  to  hell.'  For  this,  our  Re- 
visionists invite  us  to  substitute,  in  S.  Luke  as  well  as  in 
S.  Matthew, — '  And  thou,  Capernaum,  shalt  thou  be  exalted 
(jjLfj  .  .  .  inlra)8i]a"p ;)  unto  heaven  ? '  And  then,  in  S.  Mat- 
thew, (but  not  in  S.  Luke,) — *  Thou  shalt  go  down  {icaTaPrjcrj) 
into  Hades/  Now,  what  can  have  happened  to  occasion 
such  a  curious  perversion  of  our  Lord's  true  utterance,  and 
to  cause  Him  to  ask  an  unmeaning  question  about  the  future, 
when  He  was  clearly  announcing  a  fact,  founded  on  the 
history  of  the  past  ? 

A  stupid  blimder  has  been  made  (we  answer),  of  which 
traces  survive  (as  usual)  only  in  the  same  little  handful  of 
suspicious  documents.    The  final  letter  of  Capernaum  (m)  by 
cleaving  to  the  next  ensuing  letter  (h)  has  made  an  inde- 
pendent word  (mh);  wliich  new  word  necessitates  a  change 
in  the  construction,  and  causes  the  sentence  to  become  inter- 
rogative. And  yet,  fourteen  of  the  uncial  manuscripts  and  the 
whole  body  of  the  cursives  know  nothing  of  tliis :  neither  does 
the  Peschito — nor  the  Gothic  version :  no, — nor  Chrysostom, — 
nor    Cyril, — nor    ps.-C8esarius, — nor    Theodoret, — the    only 
Fathers  who  quote  either  place.     The  sole  witnesses  for  /t^ 
.  .  .  tr^coft/oT;  in  both  Gospels  are  K  B,  copies  of  the  old  Latin, 
Cureton's  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  and  the  iEthiopic  versions, — a 
consensus  of  authorities  which  ought  to  be  held  fatal  to  any 
reading,     c  joins  the  conspiracy  in  Matthew  xi.  23,  but  not 
in  Luke  x.  15 :  D  L  consent  in  Luke,  but  not  in  Matthew. 
The  Vulgate,  which  sided  with  «  b  in  S.  Matthew,  forsakes 
them  in  S.  Luke.     In  writing  hoth  times  KaTafiijajj  ('thou 
shalt  go  down'),  codex  b  (forsaken  this  time  by  «)  is  sup- 
ported  by  a   single   manuscript,  viz.  D.      But  because,  in 
Matthew  xi.  23,  B  obtains  the  sanction  of  the  Latin  copies, 
Karafiijat)  is  actually  introduced  into  the  Revised  Text,  and 
we  are  quietly  informed  in  the  margin  that  *  Many  ancient 
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authorities  read  be  Irought  down : '  the  truth  being  (as  the  reader 
has  been  made  aware)  that  there  are  only  two  vmnnscripts 
in  eodstence  which  read  anything  else.  And  (what  deserves 
attention)  those  two  manuscripts  are  convicted  of  having 
horrowed  their  quotation  from  the  Septuagint,^  and  therefore 
stand  self-condemned.  .  .  .  Were  the  occupants  of  the  Jeru- 
salem Chamber  all — saving  the  two  who  in  their  published 
edition  insist  on  reading  (with  b  and  d)  Karafi'^arj  in  both 
places — all  fast  asleep  when  they  became  consenting  parties 
to  this  sad  mistake  ? 

IL  It  is  time  to  explain  that,  if  the  most  serious  depra- 
vations of  Scripture  are  due  to  Accident,  a  vast  number  are 
unmistakably  the  result  of  Design,  and  are  very  clumsily 
executed  too.  The  enumeration  of  a  few  of  these  may  prove 
instructive:  and  we  shall  begin  with  something  which  is 
found  in  S.  Mark  xL  3.  With  nothing  perhaps  will  each 
several  instance  so  much  impress  the  devout  student  of 
Scripture,  as  with  the  exquisite  structure  of  a  narrative  in 
which  corrupt  readings  stand  self-revealed  and  self-condemned, 
the  instant  they  are  ordered  to  come  to  the  front  and  show 
themselves.  But  the  point  to  which  we  especially  invite  his 
attention  is,  the  sufficiency  of  the  external  evid^mce  which 
Divine  Wisdom  is  observed  to  have  invariably  provided  for 
the  establishment  of  the  truth  of  His  written  Word. 

(a)  When  our  Lord  was  about  to  enter  His  capital  in 
lowly  triumph,  He  is  observed  to  have  given  to  '  two  of  His 
disciples'  directions  well  calculated  to  suggest  the  myste- 
rious nature  of  the  incident  which  was  to  follow.  They 
were  commanded  to  proceed  to  the  entrance  of  a  certain 
village, — to  unloose  a  certain  colt  which  they  would  find 

*  Isaiah  xiv.  15. 
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tied  there, — and  to  bring  the  creature  straightway  to  Jesus. 
Any  obstacle  which  they  might  encounter  would  at  once 
disappear  before  the  simple  announcement  that  'the  Lord 
hath  need  of  him.'  ^  But,  singular  to  relate,  this  transaction 
is  found  to  have  struck  some  third-rate  Illrd-century  Critic 
as  not  altogether  correct.  The  good  man  was  evidently  of 
opinion  that  the  colt, — as  soon  as  the  purpose  had  been 
accomplished  for  whicb  it  had  been  obtained, — ought  in 
common  fairness  to  have  been  returned  to  *the  owners 
thereof.'  (S.  Luke  xix.  33.)  Availing  himself  therefore  of 
there  being  no  nominative  before  *  will  send '  (in  S.  Mark 
XL  3),  he  assumed  that  it  was  of  Himself  that  our  Lord  was 
still  speaking :  feigned  that  the  sentence  is  to  be  explained 
thus : — '  say  ye,  "  that  the  Lord  hath  need  of  him  and 
wiU  straightway  send  him  hither'* '  According  to  this  view 
of  the  case,  our  Saviour  instructed  His  two  Disciples  to 
convey  to  the  owner  of  the  colt  an  undertaking  from  Him- 
self thM  He  would  send  the  creature  ba^^k  as  soon  as  He  hud 
done  with  it:  would  treat  the  colt,  in  short,  as  a  loan.  A 
more  stupid  imagination  one  has  seldom  had  to  deal  with. 
But  in  the  meantime,  by  way  of  clenching  the  matter,  the 
Critic  proceeded  on  his  own  responsibility  to  thrust  into  the 
text  the  word  *  again '  {iraXtv).  The  fate  of  such  an  unau- 
thorized accretion  might  have  been  confidently  predicted. 
After  skipping  about  in  quest  of  a  fixed  resting-place  for  a 
few  centuries  (see  the  note  at  foot  '*),  ttoKlv  has  shared  the 
invariable  fate  of  all  such  spurious  adjuncts  to  the  truth  of 
Scripture,  viz. :  It  has  been  effectually  eliminated  from  the 
copies.  Traces  of  it  linger  on  only  in  those  untrustworthy 
witnesses  K  B  c  d  L  a  ,   and  about  twice  as  many  cursive 


*  S.  Matthew  xxi.  1-3.    S.  Mark  xi.  1-6.    S.  Luke  xix.  29-34. 

*  K  D  L  read — avrov  cmoarihXti  IIAAIN  wdc :  c*, — avrov  IIAAIN  cwro- 
OTcXXci  o>d€  :  B, — (nrooTcXXei  IIAAIN  avrov  adt :  A, — OTroorcXXci  IIAAIN 
ittdf  :  y**' — avTOP  oirooTcXXcc  IIAAIN. 
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copies,  also  of  depraved  type.  So  transparent  a  fabrication 
ought  in  fact  to  have  been  long  since  forgotten.  Yet  have 
our  Eevisionists  not  been  afraid  to  revive  it.  In  S.  Mark 
XL  3,  they  invite  us  henceforth  to  read, '  And  if  any  one  say 
unto  you,  Wliy  do  ye  this  ?  say  ye,  The  Lord  hath  need  of 
him,  and  straightway  He  (i.e.  the  Lord)  vrUl  send  him  back 

hither.' Of  what  can  they  have  been  dreaming  ?     They 

cannot  pretend  that  they  have  Antiquity  on  their  side :  for, 
besides  the  whole  mass  of  copies  with  A  at  their  head,  both 
the  Syriac,  both  the  Latin,  and  both  the  Egyptian  versions, 
the  Gothic,  the  Armenian, — all  in  fact  except  the  iEtliiopic, 
— are  against  theuL  Even  Origen,  who  twice  inserts  TrdTuv,^ 
twice  leaves  it  out.^     Quid  plura  ? 

(6)  No  need  to  look  elsewhere  for  our  next  instance.  A 
novel  statement  arrests  attention  five  verses  lower  down : 
viz.  that  *  Many  spread  their  garments  upon  the  way '  [and 
why  not  *  in  the  way '  ?  etV  does  not  mean  '  upon ']  ;  '  and 
others,  branches  which  they  had  cut  from  the  fields '  (S.  Mark 
XL  8).  But  how  in  the  world  could  they  have  done  tlmt  f 
They  must  have  been  clever  people  certainly  if  they  *cut 
branches  from'  anything  except  trees.  Was  it  because  our 
Eevisionists  felt  this,  that  in  the  margin  they  volunteer  the 
information,  that  the  Greek  for  'branches'  is  in  strictness 
'  layers  of  leaves '  ?  But  what  are  *  layers  of  leaves  '  ?  and 
what  proof  is  there  that  aroifiaBe^;  has  that  meaning  ?  and 
how  could  'layers  of  leaves'  have  been  suddenly  procured 
from  such  a  quarter  ?  We  turn  to  our  Authorized  Version, 
and  are  refreshed  by  the  familiar  and  intelligible  words; 
'And  others  cut  down  branches  off  the  trees  and  strawed 
them  in  the  way.'  Why  then  has  this  been  changed  ?  In 
an  ordinary  sentence,  consisting  of  12  words,  we  find  that  2 


iii.  722,  740.  «  iii.  737,  iv.  181. 
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words  have  been  substituted  for  other  2 ;  that  1  has  under- 
gone modification;  that  5  have  been  ejected.  Why  is  all 
this  ?  asks  the  unlearned  Eeader.     He  shall  be  told. 

An  instance  is  furnished  us  of  the  perplexity  which  a 
difficult  word  sometimes  occasioned  the  ancients,  as  well 
as  of  the  serious  consequences  which  have  sometimes  re- 
sulted therefrom  to  the  text  of  Scripture  itself.  S.  Matthew, 
after  narrating  that  'a  very  great  multitude  spread  their 
garments  in  the  way,'  adds,  '  others  cut  branches  (icXaSoi;?) 
from  the  trees  and  strawed  them  in  the  way.'  ^  But  would 
not  branches  of  any  considerable  size  have  impeded  pro- 
gress, inconveniently  encimibering  the  road  ?  No  doubt  they 
would.  Accordingly,  as  S.  Mark  (with  S.  Matthew's  Gospel 
before  him)  is  careful  to  explain,  they  were  not  'branches 
of  any  considerable  size,'  but  *  leafy  twigs ' — *  foliage,'  in  fact 
it  was — '  cut  from  the  trees  and  strawed  in  the  way.'  The 
word,  however,  which  he  employs  (orot^aSo?)  is  an  unique 
word — very  like  another  of  similar  sound  (arifiaBa^),  yet 
distinct  from  it  in  sense,  if  not  in  origin.  Unfortunately, 
all  this  was  not  imderstood  in  a  highly  uncritical  and  most 
licentious  age.  With  the  best  intentions,  (for  the  good  man 
was  only  seeking  to  reconcile  two  inconvenient  parallel 
statements,)  some  Revisionist  of  the  Ilnd  century,  having 
convinced  himself  that  the  latter  word  (crr4/8a&»9)  might  with 
advantage  take  the  place  of  S.  Mark's  word  (aroifidSas;), 
substituted  this  for  that.  In  consequence,  it  survives  to  this 
day  in  nine  uncial  copies  headed  by  K  B.  But  then,  ari^a^ 
does  not  mean  '  a  branch '  at  all ;  no,  nor  a  *  layer  of  leaves ' 
either ;  but  a  pallet — a  floor-bed,  in  fact,  of  the  humblest 
type,  constructed  of  grass,  rushes,  straw,  brushwood,  leaves, 
or  any  similar  substance.  On  the  other  hand,  because  such 
materials  are  not  obtainable  from  trees  exactly,  the  ancient 


^  S.  Matt.  xxi.  8. 
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Critic  judged  it  expedient  further  to  change  BivSpcov  into 
ar/p&v  (* Jidda*).  Even  this  was  not  altogether  satisfactory. 
Xrifid^;,  as  explained  already,  in  strictness  means  a  'bed.' 
Only  by  a  certain  amount  of  license  can  it  be  supposed  to 
denote  the  materials  of  which  a  bed  is  composed ;  whereas 
the  Evangelist  speaks  of  something  "  strawn/'  The  selfsame 
'  copies,  therefore,  which  exhibit  'fields '  (in  lieu  of  *  trees '), 
by  introducing  a  slight  change  in  the  construction  (/co^avrc? 
for  Skotttov),  and  omitting  the  words  *  and  strawed  them  in 
the  way,'  are  observed — after  a  summary  fashion  of  their  own, 
(with  which,  however,  readers  of  b  k  D  are  only  too  fami- 
liar)— to  dispose  of  tliis  difficulty  by  putting  it  nearly  out 
of  sight.  The  only  result  of  all  this  misplaced  ofl&ciousness 
is  a  miserable  travestie  of  the  sacred  words : — aXXoi  Be  cm" 
fidSa^,  Koy^avre^  ix  t&v  ayp&v :  7  words  in  place  of  12 ! 

But  the  calamitous  circumstance  is  that  the  Critics  have  all 
to  a  man  fallen  into  the  trap.  True,  that  Origen  (who  once 
writes  aroifidSaf:  and  once  arifidSa^),  as  well  as  the  two 
Egyptian  versions,  side  with  K  B  c  L  a  in  reading  eK  r&v 
ar/p&v :  but  then  both  versions  (with  c)  decline  to  alter  tlu 
construction  of  the  sentence ;  and  (with  Origen)  decline  to 
omit  the  clavse  iarptopwov  eU  rifv  oBov :  while,  against  this 
little  band  of  disunited  witnesses,  are  marshalled  all  the 
remaining  fourteen  uncials,  headed  by  A  D — the  Peschito  and 
the  Philoxenian  Syriac ;  the  Italic,  the  Vulgate,  the  Gothic, 
the  Armenian,  the  Georgian,  and  the  iEthiopic  as  well  as  the 
Slavonic  versions,  besides  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives. 
Whether  therefore  Antiquity,  Variety,  Respectability  of  wit- 
nesses, numbers,  or  the  reason  of  the  thing  be  appealed  to, 
the  case  of  our  opponents  breaks  hopelessly  down.  Does 
any  one  seriously  suppose  that,  if  S.  Mark  had  written  the 
common  word  <rn/8a8a9,  so  vast  a  majority  of  the  copies  at 
this  day  would  exhibit  the  improbable  aroifiaZa^  ?  Had  the 
same  S.  Mark  expressed  nothing  else  but  ko'vantes  c/c  twi; 
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•AFPiTN,  will  any  one  persuade  us  that  every  copy  in  existence 
but  Jive  would  present  us  with  "EKonroN  ix  r&v  AE'NAPnN, 
teal  'EXFPn'NNTON  LV2  TH*N  'OAcyN  ?  And  let  us  not  be  told  that 
there  has  been  Assimilation  here.  There  has  been  none. 
S.  Matthew  (xxL  8)  writes  'aho*  t&p  BevBpcov  ....  'en  rg  6B^ : 

S.  Mark  (xL  8),  'ek  t&v  BevSpwv em  t^j;  oBov.     The 

types  are  distinct,  and  have  been  faithfully  retained  all 
down  the  ages.  The  common  reading  is  certainly  correct. 
The  Critics  are  certainly  in  error.  And  we  exclaim  (surely 
not  without  good  reason)  against  the  hardship  of  thus  having 
an  exploded  corruption  of  the  text  of  Scripture  furbished  up 
afresh  and  thrust  upon  us,  after  lying  deservedly  forgotten 
for  upwards  of  a  thousand  years. 

(c)  Take  a  yet  grosser  specimen,  which  has  nevertheless 
imposed  just  as  completely  upon  our  Eevisionists.  It  is 
found  in  S.  Luke's  Gospel  (xxiii.  45),  and  belongs  to  the 
history  of  the  Crucifixion.  All  are  aware  that  as,  at  the 
typical  redemption  out  of  Egypt,  there  had  been  a  preter- 
natural darkness  over  the  land  for  three  days,^  so,  pre- 
liminary to  the  actual  Exodus  of  *  the  Israel  of  God,'  *  there 
was  darkness  over  all  the  land '  for  three  hours.^  S.  Luke 
adds  the  further  statement, — *And  the  sun  was  darkened* 
{koX  ia-KOTla-df)  6  fjjXM)^),  Now  the  proof  that  this  is  what 
S.  Luke  actually  wrote,  is  the  most  obvious  and  conclusive 
possible.  'Ea-KOTurOrf  is  found  in  all  the  most  ancient  docu- 
ments. Marcion^  (whose  date  is  A.D.  130-50)  so  exhibits 
the  place : — besides  the  old  Latin  *  and  the  Vulgate  : — the 
Peschito,  Cureton's,  and  the  Philoxenian  Syriac  versions : — 
the  Armenian,  —  the  iEthiopic,  —  the  Georgian,  —  and  the 


'  Exod.x.  21-23. 

2  8.  Matth.  xxvii.  45 ;  S.  Mark  xv.  33 ;  S.  Lu.  xxiii.  44. 

»  Ap.  Epiphan.  i.  317  aod  347. 

*  Intenebricatus  est  sol — a :  obacuratu^  est  sol — b :  lenebricavit  sot-^c. 
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Slavonic.  —  Hippolytus^  (a.d.  190-227),  —  Athanasius,'  — 
Ephraem  Syr.,' — Gregory  Naz.,'* — ^Theodore  Mops.,* — Nilus 
the  monk,* — Severianus,  (in  a  homily  preserved  in  Armenian, 
p.  439,) — Cyril  of  Alexandria,*  —  the  apocr3rphal  Oospel  of 
Nicodemus  —  and  the  Anaphora  Pilaiip  —  are  all  witnesses 
to  the  same  effect.  Add  the  Acta  PUati  *  —  and  the  Syriac 
Acts  of  the  Apostles?  —  Let  it  suffice  of  the  Latins  to  quote 
TertuUian.^^  —  But  the  most  striking  evidence  is  the  con- 
sentient testimony  of  the  manuscripts,  viz.  all  the  uncials  but 
3  and-a-half,  and  every  knovm  Evangelium. 

That  the  darkness  spoken  of  was  a  divine  portent — not  an 
eclipse  of  the  sun,  but  an  incident  wholly  out  of  the  course 
of  nature — the  ancients  clearly  recognize.  Origen,^^ — Julius 
Africanus  ^'^  (a.d.  220), — Macarius  Magnes^'  (a.d.  330), — are 
even  eloquent  on  the  subject  Clirysostom's  evidence  is  un- 
equivocal.^* It  is,  nevertheless,  well  known  that  this  place  of 
S.  Luke's  Gospel  was  tampered  with  from  a  very  early  period  ; 
and  that  Origen  **  (a.d.  186-253),  and  perhaps  Eusebius,** 


'  Ap.  Routh,  Opusc,  i.  79.  «  i.  90,  913 ;  ap.  Epiph.  i.  1000. 

»  Syr,  ii.  48.     So  also  Evan,  Com,  pp.  245,  256,  257.        »*  i.  867. 

•  Mai,  Scripit,  VetL  vi,  64.  »  i.  305. 

•  Ap.  Mai,  ii.  436 ;  lii.  395.    Also  Luc,  722.  ^  i.  288,  417. 

•  P.  233.  »  Ed.  by  Wright,  p.  16. 
^^  *  Sol  mcdift  die  tenehricavit^    Adv,  Jiui,  c.  xiii. 

"  iii.  922-4.  Read  the  whole  of  cap.  134.  See  also  ap.  Galland.  xiv. 
82,  append.,  which  by  the  way  deserves  to  be  compared  with  Chrys.  vii. 
825  a. 

"  aXX'  ^v  <r<f oTOf  dcoiroiiyrov,  3tori  rhv  Kvpiov  avvfffrj  naOtiv. — Routh,  ii. 
298.  • 

"  €tT  «^ai<f>vrit  KaT^V€x6€V  ^rjKai^irjTov  VKOTOiy  rjXlov  rriv  oiKtiay  avyffv 
diroicpu^ovTor,  p.  29. 

^*  ori  yap  oIk  ^v  ckXch^i;  [sc.  to  (TKotos  eVeivo]  ovk  ivT€v6tv  fiovov  6rjkov 
^Vy  dWa  Koi  ano  rov  Kaipov,  Tp€is  yap  Stpas  frap4fi€iv€v  *  17  de  cicXci^cr  ev 
^i^  Kaipov  yivtrai  ponjj. — vii.  825  a. 

^  i.  414,  415 ;  iii.  56. 

'*  Ap.  Mai,  iv.  206.  But  further  on  he  says :  avrUa  yoCi'  cVt  r<j>  naSd 
ovx  rjkioi  fi6vov  ta-Koraatv  k,  t.  X. — Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (pp.  57,  146,  199, 
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employed  copies  which  had  been  depraved.  In  some  copies, 
writes  Origen,  instead  of  '  and  the  sim  was  darkened '  (/coi 
ea-Koria-Ofj  6  ipuo^),  is  found  *  the  sun  having  become  eclipsed  * 
(toO  iJXtbv  eKTuTTovTo^).  He  points  out  with  truth  that  the 
thing  spoken  of  is  a  physical  impossibility,  and  delivers  it  as 
his  opinion  that  the  corruption  of  the  text  was  due  either  td 
some  friendly  hand  in  order  to  account  for  the  darkness;  or 
else,  (which  he,^  and  Jerome  ^  after  him,  thought  more 
likely.)  to  the  enemies  of  Eevelation,  who  sought  in  this  way 
to  provide  themselves  with  a  pretext  for  cavil.  Either  way, 
Origen  and  Jerome  elaborately  assert  that  iaKorUrOr)  is  the 
only  true  reading  of  S.  Luke  xxiii.  45.  Will  it  be  believed 
that  this  gross  fabrication — for  no  other  reason  but  because 
it  is  found  in  K  B  L,  and  probably  once  existed  in  c  * — has 
been  resuscitated  in  1881,  and  foisted  into  the  sacred  Text 
by  our  Revisionists  ? 

It  would  be  interesting  to  have  this  proceeding  of  theirs 
explained.  .  Why  should  the  truth  dwell  exclusively*  with 
K  BL  ?  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  between  the  IVth  and  Vth 
centuries,  when  the  copies  K  B  were  made,  and  the  Vth  and 
Vlth  centuries,  when  the  copies  A  Q  d  R  were  executed,  this 


201,  202)  and  Cosmas  (ap.  Montf.  ii.  177  his)  were  apparently  acquainted 
with  the  same  reading,  but  neither  of  them  actually  quotes  Luke  xxiii.  45. 

'  *  In  quibtisdam  exemplaribus  non  habetur  tenebra  factm  sunt,  et  t^- 
scuratus  est  sol :  sed  ita,  tenehrx  factss  sunt  super  amnem  terram,  sole 
dffieiente,  Et  forsitan  ausus  est  aliquis  quasi  manifestius  aliquid  dicere 
volens,  pro,  et  obscuratus  est  sol,  ponere  deficiente  sole,  existimans  quod  non 
aliter  potuissent  fieri  tenebra),  nisi  sole  deficiente.  Puto  autem  magis  quod 
insidiatores  ecclesise  Christi  mutaverunt  hoc  verbum,  quoniam  tenebrm  factm 
sunt  sole  deficiente,  ut  verisimiliter  evangelia  argui  possint  secundum  adin- 
ventiones  volentium  arguere  ilia.*    (iii.  923  f.  a.) 

*  vii.  235.  *  Qui  scripserunt  contra  Evangelia,  suspicantur  deliquium 
solis,*  &C. 

'  This  rests  on  little  more  than  conjecture.  Tisch.  Cod,  Ephr,  Syr,  p. 
327. 

^  'EicXcciroirrof  is  only  found  besides  in  eleven  lectionaries. 
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corruption  of  the  text  arose:  for  (as  was  explained  at  the 
outset)  the  reading  in  question  {/cal  ia-Koriadtj  6  7JXio<:)  is  found 
in  all  the  oldest  and  most  famous  documents.  Our  Revi- 
sionists cannot  take  their  stand  on  *  Antiquity/ — ^for  as  we 
have  seen,  cUl  the  Versions  (with  the  single  exception  of  the 
Coptic  ^), — and  the  oldest  Church  writers,  (Marcion,  Origen, 
Julius  Africanus,  Hippolytus,  Athanasius,  Gregory  Naz., 
Ephraem,  &c.,)  are  all  against  them. — They  cannot  advance 
the  claim  of '  clearly  preponderating  evidence ; '  for  they  have 
but  a  single  Version, — not  a  single  Father, — ^and  but  three- 
and-a-half  Evangelia  to  appeal  to,  out  of  perhaps  three 
hundred  and  fifty  times  that  number. — They  cannot  pretend 
that  essential  probability  is  in  favour  of  the  reading  of  k  B ; 
seeing  that  the  thing  stated  is  astronomically  impossible. — 
They  will  not  tell  us  that  critical  opinion  is  with  them :  for 
their  judgment  is  opposed  to  that  of  every  Critic  ancient  and 
modem,  except  Tischendorf  since  his  discovery  of  codex  «. — 
Of  what  nature  then  will  be  their  proof?  .  .  .  Nothing 
results  from  the  discovery  that  K  reads  rov  fjKiov  iKTuTrovro^, 
B  €/cX€t7roi/T09, — except  that  those  two  codices  are  of  the  same 
corrupt  type  as  those  which  Origen  deliberately  condemned 
1650  years  ago.  In  the  meantime,  with  more  of  ingenuity 
than  of  ingenuousness,  our  Eevisionists  attempt  to  conceal 
the  foolishness  of  the  text  of  their  choice  by  translating  it 


*  The  Thebaic  represents  *  the  sun  setting  ;*  which,  (like  the  mention  of 
*  eclipse,*)  is  only  another  interpretation  of  the  darkness, — derived  from  Jer. 
XV.  9  or  Amos  viii.  9  (*  occidit  sol  meridie ').  Compare  Irenieus  iv.  33.  12, 
(p.  273,)  who  says  that  these  two  prophecies  foimd  fulfilment  in  *eum 
occasum  soils  qui,  cnicifixo  eo,  fuit  ab  hor&  sextL'  He  alludes  to  the  same 
places  in  iv.  34.  3  (p.  275).  So  does  Jerome  (on  Matt,  xxvii.  45), — "  Et 
hoc  factum  reor,  ut  compleatur  prophetia,"  and  then  he  quotes  Amos  and 
Jeremiah ;  finely  adding  (from  some  ancient  source), — "  Videturque  mihi 
clarissimum  lumen  mundi,  hoc  est  luminare  majus,  retraxisse  radios  suos, 
ne  aut  pendentcm  videret  Dominum ;  aut  impii  blasphcmantes  su&  luce 
fruerentur.** 
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unfairly.  They  present  us  with,  '  the  sun's  light  failing'  But 
this  is  a  gloss  of  their  own.  There  is  no  mention  of  '  the 
sun's  light '  in  the  Greek.  Nor  perhaps,  if  the  rationale  of 
the  original  expression  were  accurately  ascertained,  would 
such  a  paraphrase  of  it  prove  correct.^  But,  in  fact,  the 
phrase  eicKevy^i^  fjKiov  means  '  an  eclipse  of  the  sun,'  and  no 
other  thing.  In  like  manner,  rov  fjKlov  iKkeiirovro^  ^  (as  our 
Eevisionists  are  perfectly  well  aware)  means  *  the  sun  becom- 
ing edipsed/  or  '  suffering  edipse.'  It  is  easy  for  Revisionists 
to  "  emphatically  deny  that  there  is  anything  in  the  Greek 
word  iKKehreiVy  when  associated  with  the  sun,  which  involves 
necessarily  the  notion  of  an  eclipse."^  The  fact  referred  to 
may  not  be  so  disposed  of.  It  lies  outside  the  province  of 
'  emphatic  denial.'  Let  them  ask  any  Scholar  in  Europe  what 
Tov  fjKiov  eicKLirovTo^  means ;  and  see  if  he  does  not  tell 
them  that  it  can  OTily  mean,  '  the  sun  having  become  eclipsed ' ! 
They  know  this  every  bit  as  well  as  their  Reviewer.  And 
they  ought  either  to  have  had  the  manliness  to  render  the 
words  faithfully,  or  else  the  good  sense  to  let  the  Greek 
alone, — which  they  are  respectfully  assured  was  their  only 
proper  course.  Kal  iaKoriaOi]  6  i]\io<:  is,  in  fact,  clearly 
above  suspicion.  Tov  '^Xlov  iKkdirovro^,  wliich  these  learned 
men  (with  the  best  intentions)  have  put  in  its  place,  is,  to 
speak  plainly,  a  transparent  fabrication.  That  it  enjoys 
'  dearly  preponderating/  evidence/  is  what  no  person,  fair  or 
unfair,  will  for  an  instant  venture  to  pretend. 

III.  Next,  let  us  produce  an  instance  of  depravation  of 
Scripture  resulting  from  the  practice  of  Assimilation,  which 


*  Our  old  friend  of  Halicamassus  (vii.  37),  8i)eaking  of  an  eclipse  wliich 
happened  b.c.  481,  remarks :  6  rjXios  iKXiirw  rrfv  €k  tov  ovpavov  €bpi)v. 

*  For  it  will  be  perceived  that  our  Revisionists  have  adopted  the  reading 
vouched  for  only  by  codex  n.  What  c*  once  read  is  as  uncertain  a^  it  is 
unimportant.  '  Bp.  Ellicott's  pamphlet,  p.  60. 

F 
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prevailed  anciently  to  an  extent  which  baffles  arithmetic. 
We  choose  the  most  famous  instance  that  presents  itself. 

(a)  It  occurs  in  S.  Mark  vi.  20,  and  is  more  than  un- 
suspected. The  substitution  (on  the  authority  of  K  B  L  and 
the  Coptic)  of  rjiropec  for  iiroUi  in  that  verse,  (i.e.  the  state- 
ment that  Herod  'was  much  perplexed* — instead  of  Herod 
*did  many  things,*)  is  even  vaunted  by  the  Critics  as  the 
recovery  of  the  true  reading  of  the  place — long  obscured  by 
the  '  very  singular  expression '  eiroUi,  To  ourselves  the  only 
'very  singular'  thing  is,  how  men  of  first-rate  ability  can 
fail  to  see  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  proposed  substitute  is 
simply  fatal  to  the  Spirit's  teaching  in  this  place.  "  Common 
sense  is  staggered  by  such  a  rendering,"  (remarks  the  learned 
Bishop  of  Lincoln).  "People  are  not  wont  to  hear  gladly 
those  by  whom  they  are  much  perplexed'*  ^  But  in  fact,  the 
sacred  writer's  object  clearly  is,  to  record  the  striking  cir- 
cumstance that  Herod  was  so  moved  by  the  discourses  of 
John,  (whom  he  used  to  '  listen  to  with  pleasure,')  that  he 
even  'did  many  things*  (ttoXXA  hroiei)  in  conformity  with 
the  Baptists  teuching.^  .  .  .  And  yet,  if  this  be  so,  how  (we 
shall  be  asked)  has  '  he  was  much  perplexed '  {iroXkib  ^iropei) 
contrived  to  effect  a  lodgment  in  so  fnany  as  three  copies  of 
the  second  Gospel  ? 

It  has  resulted  from  nothing  else,  we  reply,  but  the  deter- 
mination to  assimilate  a  statement  of  S.  Mark  (vi.  20)  con- 
cerning Herod  and  John  the  Baptist,  with  another  and  a  dis- 
tinct statement  of  S.  Luke  (ix.  7),  having  reference  to  Herod 


*  On  the  Bevised  Versionf  p.  14. 

•  fToXXa  Kara  yviafkrjv  aurov  dunparrfroj  as  (probably)  Victor  of  Antioch 
(Cat,  p.  128),  explains  the  place.  He  cites  some  one  else  (p.  129)  who 
exhibits  rjnopft ;  and  who  explains  it  of  Herod*8  difficulty  about  getting  rid 
of  Berodias. 
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and  our  Lord.  S.  Luke,  speaking  of  the  fame  of  our 
Saviour*s  miracles  at  a  period  subsequent  to  the  Baptist's 
murder,  declares  that  when  Herod  *  heard  ail  things  that  were 
done  BY  Him  '  (jiKova^  ra  ycvofiepa  inr  avrov  irdvra),  '  he  was 
much  perplexed'  (Stfiiropet). — Statements  so  entirely  distinct 
and  diverse  from  one  another  as  this  of  S.  Luke,  and  that 
(given  above)  of  S.  Mark,  might  surely  (one  would  think) 
have  been  let  alone.  On  the  contrary.  A  glance  at  the 
foot  of  the  page  will  show  that  in  the  Ilnd  century  S.  Mark's 
words  were  solicited  in  all  sorts  of  ways.  A  persistent  deter- 
mination existed  to  make  him  say  that  Herod  having  *  heard 
of  many  things  which  the  Baptist  did/  &c} — a  strange  per- 
version of  the  Evangelist's  meaning,  truly,  and  only  to  be 
accounted  for  in  one  way.* 


'  Koi  dtcoinras  avrov  nokXa  A  cVoict,  koI  i)dca>ff  airrov  iJKovtv,  will  Iiare 
been  the  reading  of  that  lost  venerable  codex  of  the  Gos|)els  which  is 
chiefly  represented  at  this  day  by  Evann.  13-69-124-34C, — as  explained 
by  Professor  Abbott  in  his  Introduction  to  Prof.  Ferrar's  Collation  of  four 
important  MS3.,  etc.  (Dublin  1877).  The  same  reading;  is  also  found  in 
Evann.  28  :  122  :  541  :  572,  and  Evst.  196. 

Different  must  have  been  the  reading  of  that  other  venerable  exemplar 
which  supplied  the  Latin  Church  with  its  earliest  Text.  But  of  this  let 
the  reader  judge: — *  Et  cum  audiaset  ilium  multafacere.j  llbent^  &c.  (c: 
also  *  Codex  Aureus '  and  y,  both  at  Stockholm) :  *  et  audita  eo  quod  mtdta 
/aciehat,  et  libenter/  &c.  (g*q):  *c<  audicns  ilium  quia  multa  faciebatj  et 
libenter,*  &c.  (b).  The  Anglo-Saxon,  (*  and  he  heard  that  he  many  vxmders 
wroughty  and  he  gladly  heard  him ')  approaches  nearest  to  the  last  two. 

The  Peschito  Syriac  (which  is  without  variety  of  reading  here)  in  strict- 
ness exhibits : — *  And  many  things  lie  nnis  hearing  [from]  Jiim  and  doing ; 
and  gladly  he  tvas  hearing  him,^  But  this,  by  competent  Syriac  scholars, 
is  considered  to  represent, — Ka\  iroWa  aKovtav  avrovy  inoiti'  Ka\  ^dcW 
fJKovfv  avrov, — Cod.  A  is  peculiar  in  exhibiting  Ka\  aKoxKras  avrov  TroXXd, 
ff^tas  avTov  ^icovci/,— omitting  cVoifi,  koL — The  Coptic  also  renders,  *et 
audiebat  muita  ah  eo,  et  anxio  erat  coideJ'  From  all  this,  it  becomes  clear 
that  the  actual  intention  of  the  blundering  author  of  the  text  exhibiteti  by 
K  B  L  was,  to  connect  ttoXXq,  iiot  with  ^iropci,  but  with  aKovaas.  So  the 
Arabian  version :  but  not  the  Gothic,  Armenian,  Sclavonic,  or  Greorgian, — 
as  Dr.  S.  C.  Malan  informs  the  Reviewer. 

'  Note,  that  tokens  abound  of  a  determination  anciently  to  assimilate 

F  2 
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Had  this  been  all,  however,  the  matter  would  have 
attracted  no  attention.  One  such  fabrication  more  or  less 
in  the  Latin  version,  which  abounds  in  fabricated  readings, 
is  of  little  moment.  But  then,  the  Greek  scribes  had  recourse 
to  a  more  subtle  device  for  assimilating  Mark  vi.  20  to  Luke 
ix.  7.  They  perceived  that  S.  Mark's  hroUi  might  be  almost 
identified  with  S.  Luke's  hi/riiropei,  by  merely  changing  two  of 
the  letters,  viz.  by  substituting  17  for  e  and  p  for  l  From  this, 
there  results  in  S.  Mk.  vi.  20 :  *  and  having  heard  many  things 
of  him,  he  was  perpleoced  ;*   which  is  very  nearly  identical 


the  Gospels  hereabouts.  Thus,  because  the  first  half  of  Luke  ix.  10  C  ii  / 
and  the  whole  of  Mk.  vi.  30  (y)  *r®  bracketed  together  by  Eusebius,  the 
former  place  in  codex  a  is  found  brought  into  conformity  with  the  latter 
by  the  unauthorized  insertion  of  the  clause  kcu  Btra  cdidojoy.  —  The 
parallelism  of  Mtt.  xiv.  13  and  Lu.  ix.  10  is  the  reason  why  d  exhibits  in 
the  latter  place  ov-  (instead  of  v7r)€xo>pTj{rf. — In  like  manner,  in  Lu.  ix. 
10,  codex  A  exhibits  tls  tfprjfwv  r&nov,  instead  of  ctf  ronov  tfprjfuiv;  only 
because  fprifiov  r&irov  is  the  order  of  Mtt.  xiv.  13  and  Mk.  vi.  32. — So 
again,  codex  {(,  in  the  same  verse  of  S.  Luke,  entirely  omits  the  final  clause 
TToXcttf  KoKovfiivris  BrfBaaidd,  only  in  order  to  assimilate  its  text  to  that  of 
the  two  earlier  Gospels. — But  there  is  no  need  to  look  beyond  the  limits  of 
S.  Mark  vi.  14-16,  for  proofs  of  Assimilation.  Instead  of  «#e  v€KpS>v  rjy^pBrj 
(in  ver.  14),  b  and  K  exhibit  tyfiy^prai  €k  v«KpS>p — only  because  those  words 
are  found  in  Lu.  ix.  7.  a  substitutes  dviarrj  (for  rjyipBri) — only  because  that 
word  is  found  in  Lu.  ix.  8.  For  rrytpOrj  €k  v€KpS>v,  c  substitutes  ijyfpBri  ano 
rSiv  y€KpS>p— only  because  S.  Matth.  so  writes  in  ch.  xiv.  2.  d  inserts  jcol 
tpakfv  €tf  <t>v\aKriv  into  ver.  17 — only  because  of  Mtt.  xiv.  3  and  Lu.  iii. 
20.  In  K  B  L  A,  ^airriCoPTos  (for  jSaTrrioroO)  stands  in  ver.  24— only  by 
Assimilation  with  ver.  14.  (l  is  for  assimilating  ver.  25  likewise),  k  A  n, 
the  Syr.,  and  copies  of  the  old  Latin,  transpose  ivfpyoxxnv  al  Bvvdfi€is  (in 
ver.  14) — only  because  those  words  are  transposed  in  Mtt.  xiv.  2.  ...  If 
facts  like  these  do  not  open  men*s  eyes  to  the  danger  of  following  the 
fashionable  guides,  it  is  to  be  feared  that  nothing  ever  will.  The  foulest 
blot  of  all  remains  to  be  noticed.  AVill  it  be  believed  that  in  ver.  22, 
codices  K  b  d  l  A  conspire  in  representing  the  dancer  (whose  name  is 
knoum  to  have  been  'Salome')  as  another  ^  Berodias* — Herod's  own 
daughter  f  This  gross  perverwon  of  the  truth,  alike  of  Scripture  and  of 
history — a  reading  as  preposterous  as  it  is  revolting,  and  therefore  rejected 
hitherto  by  all  the  editors  and  all  the  critics — finds  undoubting  favour 
with  Dra.  Wcstcott  and  Hort.  Calamitous  to  relate,  it  also  disfigures  the 
margin  of  our  Revised  Version  of  S,  Mark  vi.  22,  in  consefjneiice. 
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with  what  is  found  in  S.  Lu.  ix.  7.  This  fatal  substitution  (of 
tpropei  for  erroiei)  survives  happily  only  in  codices  K  B  L  and 
the  Coptic  version — all  of  bad  character.  But  (calamitous  to 
relate)  the  Critics,  having  disinterred  this  long-since-forgotten 
fabrication,  are  making  vigorous  efforts  to  galvanize  it,  at  tlie 
end  of  fifteen  centuries,  into  ghastly  life  and  activity.  We 
venture  to  assure  them  that  they  will  not  succeed.  Herod's 
'  perplexity '  did  not  begin  until  John  had  been  beheaded, 
and  the  fame  reached  Herod  of  the  miracles  which  our 
Saviour  wrought.  The  apocrjrphal  statement,  now  for  the 
first  time  thrust  into  an  English  copy  of  the  New  Testament, 
may  be  summarily  dismissed.  But  the  marvel  will  for  ever 
remain  that  a  company  of  distinguished  Scholars  (a.d.  1881) 
could  so  efiectually  persuade  themselves  that  iiroiec  (in 
S.  Mark  vi.  20)  is  a  "plain  and  clear  error"  and  that  there  is 
"  decidedly  preponderating  evidence  "  in  favour  of  rpropei,, — as  to 
venture  to  substitute  the  latter  word  for  the  former.  This 
will  for  ever  remain  a  marvel,  we  say ;  seeing  that  all  the 
uncials  except  thi'ee  of  bad  character,  together  with  every 
knoum  cursive  vrithout  exception; — the  old  Latin  and  the 
Vulgate,  the  Peschito  and  the  Philoxenian  Syriac,  the  Anne- 
nian,  ^thiopic,  Slavonian  and  Georgian  versions, — are  with 
the  traditional  Text.  (The  Thebaic,  the  Gothic,  and  Cureton's 
Syriac  are  defective  here.     The  ancient  Fathers  are  silent.) 

IV.  More  serious  in  its  consequences,  however,  than  any 
other  source  of  mischief  wliich  can  be  named,  is  the  process 
of  MuTiLrVTiON,  to  which,  from  the  beginning,  the  Text  of 
Scripture  has  been  subjected.  By  the  '  Mutilation '  of  Scrip- 
ture we  do  but  mean  the  intentional  Omission — from  whatever 
cause  proceeding — of  genuine  portions.  And  the  causes  of  it 
have  been  numerous  as  well  as  diverse.  Often,  indeed, 
there  seems  to  have  been  at  work  nothing  else  but  a 
strange  passion  for  getting  rid  of  whatever  portions  of  the 


70  THE  SACRED  TEXT  MUTILATED  IN  [Abt. 

inspired  Text  have  seemed  to  anybody  superfluous, — or  at 
all  events  have  appeared  capable  of  being  removed  without 
manifest  injury  to  the  sense.  But  the  estimate  of  the 
tasteless  Ilnd-eentury  Critic  will  never  be  that  of  the  well- 
informed  Eeader,  furnished  with  the  ordinary  instincts  of 
piety  and  reverence.  This  barbarous  mutilation  of  the 
Gospel,  by  the  unceremonious  excision  of  a  multitude  of 
little  words,  is  often  attended  by  no  worse  consequence  than 
that  thereby  an  extraordinary  baldness  is  imparted  to  the 
Evangelical  narrative.  The  removal  of  so  many  of  the 
coupling-hooks  is  apt  to  cause  the  curtains  of  the  Tabernacle 
to  hang  wondrous  imgracefully ;  but  often  tTiat  is  all.  Some- 
times, however,  (as  might  have  been  confidently  anticipated,) 
the  result  is  calamitous  in  a  high  degree.  Not  only  is  the 
beauty  of  the  narrative  effectually  marred,  (as  e.g.  by  the 
barbarous  excision  of  Kai  —  evOiox;  —  /ter^  hcucpwov  —  K.vpi€, 
from  S.  Mark  ix.  24):^ — the  doctrinal  teaching  of  our 
Saviour's  discourses  in  coimtless  places,  damaged,  (as  e,g, 
by  the  omission  of  koX  vq<TTeia  from  verse  29) : — ^absurd  ex- 
pressions attributed  to  the  Holy  One  which  He  certainly 
never  uttered,  (as  e.g.  by  truncating  of  its  last  word  the 
phrase  to,  Ea  Svvcutcu  iriarevacu  in  verse  23) : — but  (i.)  The 
narrative  is  often  rendered  in  a  manner  unintelligible;  or 
else  (n.).  The  entire  point  of  a  precious  incident  is  made  to 
disappear  from  sight;  or  else  (ill.),  An  imaginary  incident 
is  fabricated:  or  lastly  (iv.).  Some  precious  saying  of  our 
Divine  Lord  is  turned  into  absolute   nonsense.     Take   a 


*  i.e.  •  And '  is  omitted  by  b  l  A :  *  immediately '  by  ^  c :  *  with  tears  * 
by  K  A  B  c  L  A :  *  Lord '  by  K  a  b  c  d  l. — In  S.  Mark  vi.  16 — (viz.  *  But 
when  Herod  heard  thereof,  he  said  [This  is]  John  whom  I  beheaded.  He 
is  risen  [from  the  dead],') — the  five  words  in  brackets  are  omitted  by  our 
Revisers  on  the  authority  of  K  b  (d)  l  A.  But  K  d  further  omit  *liadvprjv : 
0  D  omit  6:  K  b  d  l  omit  ori.  To  enumerate  and  explain  the  effects  of  all 
the  barbarous  Mutilations  which  the  Gospels  alone  have  sustained  at  the 
hands  of  K  i  of  b,  and  of  D — voouldfill  many  volumes  like  the  jtresent. 
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single  short  example  of  what  has  last  been  offered,  from  each 
of  the  Gospels  in  turn. 

(i.)  In  S.  Matthew  xiv.  30,  we  are  invited  henceforth  to 
submit  to  the  information  concerning  Simon  Peter,  that 
'  when  he  saw  the  vnnd,  he  was  afraid.'  The  sight  must  have 
been  peculiar,  certainly.  So,  indeed,  is  the  expression.  But 
Simon  Peter  was  as  unconscious  of  the  one  as  S.  Matthew  of 
the  other.  Such  curiosities  are  the  peculiar  property  of 
codices  K  B — the  Coptic  version — ^and  the  Revisionists.  The 
predicate  of  the  proposition  (viz.  '  that  it  was  strong,*  con- 
tained in  the  single  word  la"xyp6v)  has  been  wantonly  excised. 
That  is  all ! — although  Dr.  Hort  succeeded  in  persuading  his 
colleagues  to  the  contrary.  A  more  solemn — a  far  sadder 
instance,  awaits  us  in  the  next  Gospel. 

(II.)  The  first  three  Evangelists  are  careful  to  note  *the 
laud  cry '  with  which  the  Eedeemer  of  the  World  expired. 
But  it  was  reserved  for  S.  Mark  (as  Chrysostom  pointed  out 
long  since)  to  record  (xv.  39)  the  memorable  circumstance 
that  this  particular  portent  it  was,  which  wrought  conviction 
in  the  soul  of  the  Roman  soldier  whose  office  it  was  to  be 
present  on  that  terrible  occasion.  The  man  had  often  wit- 
nessed death  by  Crucifixion,  and  must  have  been  well 
acquainted  with  its  ordinary  phenomena.  Never  before  had 
he  witnessed  anything  like  this.  He  was  stationed  where  he 
could  see  and  hear  all  that  happened  :  *  standing  *  (S.  Mark 
says)  *  near '  our  Saviour, — *  over  against  Him*  '  Now,  when 
the  Centurion  saw  that  it  was  after  so  crying  out  (Kpd^a^), 
that  He  expired '  (xv.  39)  he  uttered  the  memorable  words, 
'  Truly  this  man  was  the  Son  of  God  !  *  '  What  cliiefly 
moved  him  to  make  that  confession  of  his  faith  was  that  our 
Saviour  evidently  died  vrith  power, *^  "  The  miracle  "  (says 
Bp.  Pearson)  "  was  not  in  the  death,  but  in  the  voice.     The 

*  Chryeostom,  vii.  825. 
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strangeness  was  not  that  He  should  die,  but  that  at  the  point 
of  death  He  should  cry  out  so  laud.  He  died  not  by,  but 
with  a  Miracle."^  .  .  .  All  this  however  is  lost  in  k  B  L,  which 
literally  stand  alone  ^  in  leaving  out  the  central  and  only 
important  word,  Kpd^a^.  Calamitous  to  relate,  they  are  fol- 
lowed herein  by  our  Eevisionists :  who  (misled  by  Dr.  Hort) 
invite  us  henceforth  to  read, — '  Now  when  the  Centurion  saw 
that  He  so  gave  up  the  ghost' 

(ni.)  In  S.  Luke  xxiii.  42,  by  leaving  out  two  little  words 

(to)  and  /ee),  the  same  blind  guides,  under  the  same  blind 
guidance,  effectually  misrepresent  the  record  concerning  the 
repentant  malefactor.  Henceforth  they  would  have  us  be- 
lieve that  *  he  said,  "  Jesus,  remember  me  when  thou  comest 
in  thy  Kingdom."  '  (Dr.  Hort  was  fortunately  unable  to  per- 
suade the  Eevisionists  to  follow  him  in  further  substituting 
'  into  thy  kingdom  '  for  *  in  thy  kingdom ; '  and  so  converting 
what,  in  the  A.  V.,  is  nothing  worse  than  a  palpable  mis- 
translation,^ into  what  would  have  been  an  indelible  blot. 
The  record  of  his  discomfiture  survives  in  the  margin). 
Whereas  none  of  the  Churches  of  Christendom  have  ever  yet 
doubted  that  S.  Luke's  record  is,  that  the  dying  man  *  said 
unto  Jesus,  Lord,  remember  me/  &c. 

(IV.)  In  S.  John  xiv.  4,  by  eliminating  the  second  /cat  and 
the  second  olBare,  our  Saviour  is  now  made  to  say,  '  And 
whither  I  go,  ye  know  the  way  ;  *  which  is  really  almost  non- 
sense. What  He  actually  said  was,  '  And  whither  I  go  ye 
know,  and  the  way  ye  know  ; '  in  conscqiccnce  of  which  (as  we 
all  remember)  *  Thomas  saith  unto  Him,   Lord,  we  know 

*  (hi  the  Greedy  Art.  iv.  *  Dead :'  about  half-way  through. 

*  The  Coptic  represents  on  cf tVvcvo-f. 

'  Namely,  of  *EN  rfi  /3acr.  crov,  which  is  the  reading  of  every  known  copy 
hut  tvH) ;  besides  Origen,  Eusebius,  Cyril  Jcr.,  Chrysostom,  &c.  Only  b  l 
read  El'S, — which  Wcstcott  and  Hort  adopt. 
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not  "whither"  Thou  goest,  and  how  can  we  know  "the 
way  "?'...  Let  these  four  samples  suffice  of  a  style  of  depra- 
vation with  which,  at  the  end  of  1800  years,  it  is  deliberately 
proposed  to  disfigure  every  page  of  the  everlasting  Gospel ; 
and  for  which,  were  it  tolerated,  the  Church  would  have 
to  thank  no  one  so  much  as  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort 

We  cannot  afford,  however,  so  to  dismiss  the  phenomena 
already  opened  up  to  the  Reader's  notice.  For  indeed,  this 
astonishing  taste  for  mutilating  and  maiming  the  Sacred 
Deposit,  is  perhaps  the  strangest  phenomenon  in  the  history 
of  Textual  Criticism. 

It  is  in  this  way  that  a  famous  expression  in  S.  Luke  vi.  1 
has  disappeared  from  codices  K  B  L.  The  reader  may  not  be 
displeased  to  listen  to  an  anecdote  which  has  hitlierto  escaped 
the  vigilance  of  the  Critics  : — 

*I  once  asked  my  teacher,  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,* — (the 
words  are  Jerome's  in  a  letter  to  Nepotianus), — *  to  explain  to 
me  the  meaning  of  S.  Luke's  expression  ad/B^arov  Bevrepo- 
TTfxoTov,  literally  the  "  sewnd-first  sabbath."  "  I  will  tell  you 
all  about  it  in  church,"  he  replied.  "The  congregation 
shall  shout  applause,  and  you  shall  have  your  choice, — either 
to  stand  silent  and  look  like  a  fool,  or  else  to  pretend  you 
understand  what  you  do  not."  '  But '  deganter  lusit,'  says 
Jerome.^  The  point  of  the  joke  was  this:  Gregory,  being 
a  great  rhetorician  and  orator,  would  have  descanted  so 
elegantly  on  the  signification  of  the  word  SevrepoTrptoTov  that 
the  congregation  would  have  been  borne  away  by  his  melli- 
fluous periods,  quite  regardless  of  the  sense.  In  other  words, 
Gregory  of  Nazianzus  [a.d.  360]  is  found  to  have  no  more 
understood  the  word  than  Jerome  did  [370]. 

Ambrose^  of  Milan  [370]  attempts  to  explain  the  diffi- 


^  i.  261.  2  i.  936, 1363. 
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cult  expression,  but  with  indifferent  success.  Epiphanius^  of 
Cyprus  [370]  does  the  same ; — ^and  so,  Isidorus^  [400]  called 
*  Pelusiota '  after  the  place  of  his  residence  in  Lower  Egypt. — 
Ps.-C8esarius*  also  volunteers  remarks  on  the  word  [a.d.  400  ?]. 
— It  is  further  explained  in  the  Paschal  Chronide,^ — and  by 
Chrysostom^  [370]  at  Antioch. — '  Sahbatumsecundo-primum'  is 
found  in  the  old  Latin,  and  is  retained  by  the  Vulgate.  Earlier 
evidence  on  the  subject  does  not  exist.  We  venture  to  assume 
that  a  word  so  attested  must  at  least  be  entitled  to  its  place  in 
the  Gospel.  Such  a  body  of  first-rate  positive  IVth-century 
testimony,  coming  from  every  part  of  ancient  Christendom, 
added  to  the  significant  fact  that  heurepoirpwTov  is  found  in 
every  codex  extant  except  K  B  L,  and  half  a  dozen  cursives  of 
suspicious  character,  ought  surely  to  be  regarded  as  decisive. 
That  an  unintelligible  word  should  have  got  omitted  frotn  a 
few  copies,  requires  no  explanation.  Every  one  who  has 
attended  to  the  matter  is  aware  that  the  negative  evidence  of 
certain  of  the  Versions  also  is  of  little  weight  on  such  occa- 
sions as  the  present.  They  are  observed  constantly  to  leave 
out  what  they  either  failed  quite  to  understand,  or  else 
found  untranslateable.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  inex- 
plicable indeed,  that  an  unique  expression  like  the  present 
should  have  established  itself  universally,  if  it  were  actually 
spurious.  This  is  precisely  an  occasion  for  calling  to  mind 
the  precept  proclivi  scriptioni  prasstat  ardua.  Apart  from 
external  evidence,  it  is  a  thousand  times  more  likely  that 
such  a  peculiar  word  as  this  should  be  genuine,  than  the  re- 
verse. Tischendorf  accordingly  retains  it,  moved  by  this  very 
consideration.*  It  got  excised,  however,  here  and  there  from 
manuscripts  at  a  very  early  date.  And,  incredible  as  it  may 
appear,  it  is  a  fact,  that  in  consequence  of  its  absence  from 


»  L  158.  *  P.  301.  »  Ap.  Galland.  vi.  53. 

*  P.  396.  ^  vii.  431. 

*  '  Ut  ab  additamenti  ratione  alienum  est,  ita  cur  omiserint  in  promptu 
est'  • 
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the  mutilated  codices  above  referred  to,  S.  Luke's  famous 
*  second-first  Sabbath '  has  been  thrust  out  of  his  Gospel  by  our 
Revisionists. 

But  indeed.  Mutilation  has  been  practised  throughout. 
By  codex  b  (collated  with  the  traditional  Text),  no  less  than 
2877  words  have  been  excised  from  the  four  Gospels  alone : 
by  codex  ^, — 3455  words :  by  codex  D, — 3704  words.^    * 

As  interesting  a  set  of  instances  of  this,  as  are  to  be 
anywhere  met  with,  occurs  within  the  compass  of  the  last 
three  chapters  of  S.  Luke's  Gospel,  from  which  about  200 
words  have  been  either  forcibly  ejected  by  our  Revisionists, 
or  else  served  with  '  notice  to  quit/  We  proceed  to  si)ecify 
the  chief  of  these : — 

(1)  S.  Luke  xxii.  19,  20.  (Account  of  the  Institution  of 
the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper, — from  "  which  is  given 
for  you  "  to  the  end, — 32  words.) 

(2)  ibid,  43,  44.  (Our  Saviour's  Agony  in  the  garden, — 
26  words.) 

(3)  xxiii.  17.  (The  custom  of  releasing  one  at  the  Passover, 
— 8  words.) 

(4)  ibid.  34.  (Our  Lord's  prayer  on  behaK  of  His  murderers, 
— 12  words.) 

(5)  ibid.  38.  (The  record  that  the  title  on  the  Cross  was 
written  in  Greek,  Latin,  and  Hebrew, — 7  words.) 


*  But  then,  25  (out  of  320)  pages  of  d  are  lost :  d*s  omissions  in  the 
Glospels  may  therefore  be  estimated  at  4000.  Codex  a  docs  not  admit  of 
comparison,  the  first  24  chapters  of  S.  Mattliew  having  perisheti ;  but,  from 
examining  the  way  it  exhibits  the  other  three  Gbspels,  it  is  found  that  650 
would  about  represent  the  number  of  words  omitted  from  its  text. — The 
discrepancy  between  the  texts  of  b  K  i>»  thus /or  the  first  time  brought  dis- 
tinctty  into  noticCf  let  it  be  distinctly  borne  in  mind,  is  a  matter  wholly 
irrespective  of  the  merits  or  demerits  of  the  Textus  Receptus, — which,  for 
convenience  only,  is  adopted  as  a  standard :  not,  of  course,  of  Excdlenee 
but  only  of  Comparison. 
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(6)  xxiv.  1.  ("  and  certain  with  them," — 4  words.) 

(7)  ibid,  3.  ("  of  the  Lord  Jesus,"— 3  words.) 

(8)  ibid.  6.  ("  He  is  not  here,  but  He  is  risen," — 5  words.) 

(9)  ibid,  9.  ("  from  the  sepulchre," — 3  words.) 

(10)  ibid.  12.  (The  mention  of  S.  Peter's  visit  to  the 
sepulchre, — 22  words.) 

(11)  ibid.  36.  ("  and  saith  unto  them,  Peace  be  unto  you !" 
— 5  words.) 

(12)  ibid.  40.  ("  and  when  He  had  thus  spoken.  He  showed 
them  His  hands  and  His  feet," — 10  words.) 

(13)  ibid.  42.     ("  and  of  an  honeycomb," — 4  words.) 

(14)  ibid,  51.     ("  and  was  carried  up  into  Heaven," — 5.) 

(15)  ibid,  52.     ("  worshipped  Him," — 2  words.) 

(16)  ibid,  53.     ("praising  and," — 2  words.) 

On  an  attentive  survey  of  the  foregoing  sixteen  instances 
of  unauthorized  Omission,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  1st 
passage  (S.  Luke  xxiL  19,  20)  must  have  been  eliminated 
from  the  Text  because  the  mention  of  two  Cups  seemed  to 
create  a  difficulty. — The  2nd  has  been  suppressed  because 
(see  p.  82)  the  incident  was  deemed  derogatory  to  the  majesty 
of  God  Incarnate. — The  3rd  and  5th  were  held  to  be  super- 
fluous, because  the  information  which  they  contain  has  been 
already  conveyed  by  the  parallel  passages. — The  10th  will 
have  been  omitted  as  apparently  inconsistent  with  the  strict 
letter  of  S.  John  xx.  1-10. — The  6th  and  13th  are  certainly 
instances  of  enforced  Harmony.  —  Most  of  the  others  (the 
4th,  7th,  8th,  9th,  11th,  12th,  14th,  15th,  16th)  seem  to 
have  been  excised  through  mere  wantonness, — the  veriest 
licentiousness. — In  the  meantime,  so  far  are  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort  from  accepting  the  foregoing  account  of  the  matter, 
that  they  even  style  the  1st  'a  perverse  interpolation:*  in 
which  view  of  the  subject,  however,  they  enjoy  the  distinc- 
tion of  standing  entirely  alone.  With  the  same  '  moral  cer- 
tainty,*  they  further    proceed    to  shut  up  A^Hithin    double 
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brackets  the  2nd,  4th,  7th,  10th,  11th,  12th,  14th,  15th: 
while  the  3rd,  5th,  6th,  13th,  and  16th,  they  exclude  from 
their  Text  as  indisputably  spurious  matter. 

Now,  we  are  not  about  to  abuse  our  Readers*  patience  by 
an  investigation  of  the  several  points  raised  by  the  foregoing 
statement  In  fact,  all  should  have  been  passed  by  in  silence, 
but  that  unhappily  the  'Eevision'  of  our  Authorized  Ver- 
sion is  touched  thereby  very  nearly  indeed.  So  intimate 
(may  we  not  say,  so  fatal  f)  proves  to  be  the  sympathy 
between  the  labours  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  and  those  of 
our  Eevisionists,  that  whatever  the  former  have  shut  up  within 
double  brackets,  the  latter  are  discovered  to  have  branded  with  a 
note  of  suspicion,  conceived  invariably  in  the  same  terms: 
viz.,  *  Some  ancient  authorities  omit.*  And  further,  whatever 
those  Editors  have  rejected  from  their  Text,  these  Remsionists 
have  rejected  also.  It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  briefly  to 
enquire  after  the  precise  amount  of  manuscript  authority 
which  underlies  certain  of  the  foregoing  changes.  And 
happily  this  may  be  done  in  a  few  words. 

The  sole  authority  for  just  half  of  the  places  above  enume- 
rated ^  is  a  single  Gre-ek  codex, — and  that,  the  most  depraved 
of  all, — viz.  Beza's  D.^  It  should  further  be  stated  that  the 
only  allies  discoverable  for  D  are  a  few  copies  of  the  old 
Latin.  What  we  are  saying  will  seem  scarcely  credible :  but 
it  is  a  plain  fact,  of  which  any  one  may  convince  himself  who 
will  be  at  the  pains  to  inspect  the  critical  apparatus  at  the 
foot  of  the  pages  of  Tischendorf  s  last  (8th)  edition.  Our 
Eevisionists*  notion,  therefore,  of  what  constitutes  '  weighty 
evidence  *  is  now  before  the  Reader.  If,  in  his  judgment,  the 
testimony  of  one  single  imaniiscript,  (and  tliat  manuscript  the 


'  Viz.  the  1st,  the  7th  to  12th  inclusive,  and  the  15th. 
'  Concerning  *thc  singular  codex  d,' — as  Bp.  EUicott  phrases  it, — see 
back,  pages  14  and  15. 
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Codex  Bezse  (d),) — does  really  invalidate  that  of  all  other 
Manuscripts  and  all  oiher  Versions  in  the  world, — then  of 
course,  the  Greek  Text  of  the  Bevisionists  will  in  his  judg- 
locnt  be  a  thing  to  be  rejoiced  over.  But  what  if  he  should 
be  of  opinion  that  such  testimony,  in  and  by  itself,  is  simply 
worthless  ?  We  shrewdly  suspect  that  the  BeAisionists*  >iew 
of  what  constitutes  '  weighty  Evidence '  will  be  found  to  end 
where  it  began,  viz.  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber. 

For,  when  we  reach  down  codex  D  from  the  shelf,  we  are 
reminded  that,  within  the  space  of  the  three  chapters  of  S. 
Luke's  Gospel  now  under  consideration,  there  are  in  all  no 
less  than  354  words  omitted  ;  of  which,  250  arc  omitted  by  D 
alone.  May  we  have  it  explained  to  us  why,  of  those  354 
words,  only  25  are  singled  out  by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort 
fur  permanent  excision  from  the  sacred  Text  ?  Within  the 
same  compass,  no  less  than  173  words  have  been  added  by 
D  to  the  commonly  Eeceived  Text, — 146,  substituted, — 243, 
transposed.  May  we  ask  how  it  comes  to  pass  that  of  those 
5C2  words  not  one  has  been  promoted  to  their  margin  by 
the  Bevisionists  ?  .  .  .  Eetum  we,  however,  to  our  list  of  the 
changes  which  they  actually  have  effected. 

(1)  Now,  that  ecclesiastical  usage  and  the  parallel  places 
would  seriously  affect  such  precious  words  as  are  found  in  S. 
Luke  xxii.  19,  20, — was  to  have  been  expected.  Yet  has  the 
type  been  preserved  all  along,  from  the  beginning,  with 
singular  exactness  ;  except  in  one  little  handful  of  singularly 
licentious  documents,  viz.  in  d  a  ff*  i  1,  which  leave  all  out ; 
— in  b  e,  which  substitute  verses  17  and  18 ; — and  in  '  the 
singular  and  sometimes  rather  wild  Curetonian  Syriac  Ver- 
sion,'* which,  retaining  the  10  words  of  ver.  19,  substitutes 

*  Bp.  EUicott  On  Revisioji, — p.  42.  Concerning  the  value  of  the  last- 
named  authority,  it  is  a  satisfaction  to  enjoy  the  deliberate  testimony 
of  the  Chairman  of  the  Itevisionist  body.     See  below,  p.  85. 
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verses  17,  18  for  ver.  20.  Enough  for  the  condemnatioii  of 
D  survives  in  Justin/ — Basil,^ — ^Epiphanius/ — Theodoret,* — 
Cyril,* — Maximus,* — Jerome.^  But  why  delay  ourselves  con- 
cerning a  place  vouched  for  hy  every  knovm  copy  of  the  Gospels 
except  D  ?  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  entertain  '  no  moral 
doiibt  that  the  [32]  words  [given  at  foot  *]  were  absent  from 
the  original  text  of  S.  Luke;*  in  which  opinion,  happily, 
they  stand  alone.  But  why  did  our  Eevisionists  suffer  them- 
selves to  be  led  astray  by  such  blind  guidance  ? 

The  next  place  is  entitled  to  far  graver  attention,  and  may 
on  no  account  be  lightly  dismissed,  seeing  that  these  two 
verses  contain  the  sole  record  of  that  '  Agony  in  the  Garden ' 
which  the  universal  Church  has  almost  erected  into  an 
article  of  the  Faith. 

(2)  That  the  incident  of  the  ministering  Angel,  the  Agony 
and  bloody  sweat  of  the  world's  Eedeemer  (S.  Luke  xxii.  43, 
44),  was  anciently  absent  from  certain  copies  of  the  Gospels, 
is  expressly  recorded  by  Hilary,*  by  Jerome,^^  and  others. 
Only  necessary  is  it  to  read  the  apologetic  remarks  which 
Ambrose  introduces  when  he  reaches  S.  Luke  xxii.  43,'^  to 
understand  what  has  evidently  led  to  this  serious  mutilation 
of  Scripture, — ^traces  of  which  survive  at  this  day  exclusively 
in  f<yur  codices,  viz.  a  b  R  t.  Singular  to  relate,  in  the 
Gospel  which  was  read  on  Maundy-Thursday  these  two 
verses  of  S.  Luke*s  Gospel  are  thrust  in  between  the  39th 


'  i.  156.  "  ii.  254.  »  i.  344.  *  iv.  220, 1218. 

»  In  Lttc.  664  (Mai,  iv.  1105).  «  ii.  653. 

'  •  In  Lucd  legimus  duos  cali^xs,  quibus  discipulis  propinavit,'  vii.  216. 

•  TA  vTTcp  v^S>v  Mo^vov '  TovTo  TTOictTf  €ty  Tj}v  tfifjv  dvdfivrfaiv.  axrav- 
T«y  Kol  TO  noTTipiov  fi€Ta  TO  Bfinurjaaiy  \4ya>Vf  Tovto  t6  irorriptovy  ^  «eaci^ 
iuiOriKTj  iv  T^  atftaTi  fjMV,  to  imip  vfiSiv  €Kxvv6fi€Vov. 

•  P.  1062.  }^  ii.  747.  "  i.  1516.    See  below,  p.  82. 
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and  the  40th  verses  of  S.  Matthew  xxvi.  Hence,  4  cursive 
copies,  viz.  13-69-124-346 — (confessedly  derived  from  a 
common  ancient  archetype,^  and  therefore  not  four  wit- 
nesses but  only  one), — actually  exhibit  these  two  Verses 
in  that  place.  But  will  any  unprejudiced  person  of  sound 
mind  entertain  a  doubt  concerning  the  genuineness  of  these 
two  verses,  witnessed  to  as  they  are  by  tlie  whole  body  of  th^ 
Manuscripts,  imcial  as  well  as  cursive,  and  by  every  ancient 
Version?  ....  If  such  a  thing  were  possible,  it  is  hoped 
that  the  following  enumeration  of  ancient  Fathers,  who 
distinctly  recognize  the  place  under  discussion,  must  at  least 
be  held  to  be  decisive : — viz. 

Justin  M.,* — Irenaeus  ^  in  the  Ilnd  century : — 

Hippolytus,*  —  Dionysius  Alex.,** — ps.  Tatian,®  in  the 
Ilird:— 

Arius,^  —  Eusebius,®  —  Athanasius,*  —  Ephraem  Syr.,*® — 
Didymus," — Gregory  Naz.," — Epiphanius,  *^ — Chrysostom," 
— ps.-Dionysius  Areop.,"  in  the  IVth : — 

Julian  the  heretic,** — ^Theodorus  Mops.,*^ — Nestorius," — 
Cyril  Alex.," — Paulus,  bishop  of  Emesa,*® — Gennadius,** — 
Theodoret," — and  several  Oriental  Bishops  (a.d.  431),*^  in 
the  Vth : — ^besides 


*  Abbott^s  Collation  of  four  important  Maniiscripts,  &c.,  1877. 

»  ii.  354.  »  Pp.  543  and  681  (=ed.  Mass.  219  and  277). 

*  Contra  Noet,  c.  18 ;  also  ap.  Tbeoiloret  iv.  132-3. 

*  Ap.  Gklland.  xix. ;  Append,  110, 117. 

*  Evan.  Cone.  pp.  55,  235.  ^  Ap.  Epiph.  i.  742,  785. 

*  It  is  §  283  in  his  sectional  system.  •  P.  1121. 

»<>  ii.  43;  v.  392  ;  vi.  604.   Also  Evan.  Cone.  235.   And  see  below,  p.  82. 

»  Pp.  394,  402.  "  i.  551. 

»  p.  742,  785 ;]  ii.  36,  42.  "  v.  263 ;  vii.  791 ;  viii..  377. 

»  u.  39.  ^«  Ap.  Theod.  Mops. 

"  In  loc.  bis ;  ap.  Galland.  xii.  693  ;  and  Mai,  Scriptt.  Vett.  vi.  306. 

»•  dmcUia,  iii.  327  a.  "  Ap.  Mai,  iii.  389. 

»  ConcQia,  iii.  1101  d.  "  Schol.  34. 

»  i.  692 ;  iv.  271,  429 ;  v.  23.    Cuuc.  iii.  907  e.         »  Concilia,  iii.  740  d. 
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Ps.-Csesarius,* — Theodosius  Alex.,* — John  Damascene,^ — 
Maximus/ — ^Theodorus  haeret.,' — Leontius  Byz.,'  —  Anaata- 
sius  Sin./ — Photius  :^  and  of  the  Latins,  Hilary,® — Jerome,^" — 
Augustine,^^ — Cassian,^* — Paulinus,^^ — Facundus.^* 

It  will  be  seen  that  we  have  been  enumerating  upwards  of 
forty  famous  personages  from  every  part  of  ancient  Christen- 
dom,  who  recognize  these  verses  as  genuine ;  fourteen  of  them 
being  as  old, — some  of  them,  a  great  deal  older, — than  our 
oldest  MSS. —  Why  therefore  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  should 
insist  on  shutting  up  these  26  precious  words — this  article 
of  the  Faith — in  double  brackets,  in  token  that  it  is  '  morally 
certain '  that  verses  43  and  44  are  of  spurious  origin,  we  are 
at  a  loss  to  divine."  We  can  but  ejaculate  (in  the  very 
words  they  proceed  to  disallow), — *  Father,  forgive  them ;  for 
they  know  not  what  they  do.'  But  our  especial  concern  is 
with  our  Revisionists;  and  we  do  not  exceed  our  province 
when  we  come  forward  to  reproach  them  sternly  for  having 
succumbed  to  such  evil  counsels,  and  deliberately  branded 
these  Verses  with  their  own  corporate  expression  of  doubt 
For  unless  that  be  the  purpose  of  the  marginal  Note  which 
they  have  set  against  these  verses,  we  fail  to  imderstand  the 
Revisers'  language  and  are  wholly  at  a  loss  to  divine  what 
purpose  that  note  of  theirs  can  be  meant  to  serve.     It  is  pre- 


>  Ap.  Galland.  vi.  16,  17,  10.  »  Ap.  Cosmam,  ii.  331. 

»  L  644.  *  In  Dionys.  ii.  18,  30. 

»  Ap.  GaUand.  xii.  693.  «  Jhid,  688. 

'  Pp.  108,  1028, 1048.  *  Epist,  138. 

»  P.  1061.  '^  ii.  747.  "  iv.  901,  902,  1013, 1564. 

"  P.  373.  *'  Ap.  Galland.  ix.  40.  "  Ibid,  xi.  693. 

"  Let  their  own  account  of  the  matter  be  heard : — *  The  documentary 
eWdence  clearly  designates  [these  verses]  as  an  early  Western  interpoUitum^ 
adopted  in  eclectic  texts.* — *  They  can  only  be  a  fragment  from  the 
Traditions,  written  or  oral,  which  were  for  a  while  at  least  locally  current  .•* 
— an  *  evangelic  Tradition,'  therefore,  *  rescued  from  oblivion  by  the  Scribes 
of  the  second  century,* 
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faced  by  a  formula  which,  (as  we  learn  fix)m  their  cmn 
Preface,)  ofiTers  tx)  the  reader  the  "alternative"  of  omitting  the 
Verses  in  question :  implies  that  "  it  would  not  be  m/e  "  any 
longer  to  accept  them, — as  the  Church  has  hitherto  done, — 
with  undoubting  confidence.  In  a  word, — it  brands  them  with 
suspicion.  ....  We  have  been  so  full  on  this  subject, — (not 
half  of  our  references  were  known  to  Tischendorf,) — because 
of  the  unspeakable  preciousness  of  the  record ;  and  because 
we  desire  to  see  an  end  at  last  to  expressions  of  doubt  and 
uncertainty  on  points  which  really  afford  not  a  shadow  of 
pretence  for  either.  These  two  Verses  were  excised  through 
mistaken  piety  by  certain  of  the  orthodox, — jealous  for  the 
honour  of  their  Lord,  and  alarmed  by  the  use  which  the 
impugners  of  His  GoDhead  freely  made  of  them.*  Hence 
Ephraem  [Carmina  Nisibena,  p.  145]  puts  the  following  words 
into  the  mouth  of  Satan,  addressing  the  host  of  Hell : — "  One 
thing  I  witnessed  in  Him  which  especially  comforts  me.  I 
saw  Him  praying  ;  and  I  rejoiced,  for  His  coimtenance 
changed  and  He  was  afraid.  His  sweat  was  drops  of  blood, 
for  He  had  a  presentiment  that  His  day  had  come.  This  was 
the  fairest  sight  of  all, — unless,  to  be  sure.  He  was  practising 
deception  on  me.  For  verily  if  He  hath  deceived  me,  then  it 
is  all  over, — both  with  me,  and  with  you,  my  servants  ! " 

(4)  Next  in  importance  after  the  preceding,  comes  the 
Trayer  which  the  Saviour  of  the  World  breathed  from  the 
Cross  on  behalf  of  His  murderers  (S.  Luke  xxiii.  34).  These 
twelve  precious  words, — ('  Then  said  Jesus,  Father,  forgive 
them;  for  they  know  not  what  they  do,') — ^like  those 
twenty-six  words  in  S.  Luke  xxii.  43,  44  which  we  have  been 
considering  already,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  enclose  within 
double  brackets  in  token  of  the  '  moral  certainty  *  they  enter- 

*  CouHider  the  places  referred  tu  in  Epipliiiiiius. 
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tain  that  the  words  are  spurious.*  And  yet  these  words  are 
found  in  every  krunvn  uncial  and  in  every  knoivn  cursive  Copy, 
except  four;  besides  being  found  in  every  ancient  Version.  And 
what, — (we  ask  the  question  with  sincere  simplicity,) — 
what  amount  of  evidence  is  calculated  to  inspire  undoubting 
confidence  in  any  existing  Beading,  if  not  such  a  concurrence 
of  AuthoritifiB  as  this  ? .  .  .  We  forbear  to  insist  upon  the  pro- 
babilities of  the  case.  The  Divine  power  and  sweetness  of  the 
incident  shall  not  be  enlarged  upon.  We  introduce  no 
considerations  resulting  from  Internal  Evidence.  True,  that 
**  few  verses  of  the  Gospels  bear  in  themselves  a  surer  witness 
to  the  Truth  of  what  they  record,  than  this."  (It  is  the 
admission  of  the  very  man  *  who  has  nevertheless  dared  to 
brand  it  with  suspicion.)  But  we  reject  his  loathsome  patron- 
age with  indignation.  "  Internal  Evidence," — "  Transcriptional 
Probability," — and  all  such  '  chaflf  and  draff,'  with  which  he 
fills  his  pages  ad  nauseam,  and  mystifies  nobody  but  himself, 
— shall  be  allowed  no  place  in  the  present  discussion.  Let 
this  verse  of  Scripture  stand  or  fall  as  it  meets  with  sufficient 
external  testimony,  or  is  forsaken  thereby.  How  then  about 
the  Patristic  evidence, — for  this  is  all  that  remains  unex- 
plored? 

Only  a  fraction  of  it  was  known  to  Tischendorf  We 
find  our  Saviour's  Prayer  attested, — 

*  The  Elditore  shall  speak  for  themselves  concerning  this,  the  first  of  the 
*  Seven  last  Words :' — *  We  cannot  doubt  that  it  comes  from  an  extraneous 
source  f — *  need  not  have  belonged  originally  to  the  hook  in  which  it  is  noto 
included^ — is  *a  Western  interpolation.^ 

Dr.  Hort, — unconscious  apparently  that  he  is  at  the  bar,  not  on  the  bench, 
— passes  sentence  (in  his  usual  imperial  style)— "  Text,  Western  and 
Syrian"  (p.  67). — But  then,  (1st)  It  hapi)ens  that  our  Lord's  intercession 
on  behalf  of  His  murderers  is  attested  by  upwards  of  forty  Patristic 
y^iinesseR  from  every  part  of  ancient  Christendom:  while,  (2ndly)  On  the 
contrary,  the  places  in  which  it  is  not  found  are  certain  copies  of  the  old 
I^atin,  and  codex  d,  which  is  supposed  to  be  our  great  *  Western '  witness. 

»  Dr.  Hurt's  .V.  T.  vol.  ii.    Note,  p.  08. 
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In  the  Ilnd  century  by  Hegesippus/ — and  by  Irenseus  :  '^ — 

In   the    Ilird,    by    Hippolytus,^ — ^by    Origen/ — by    the 

Apostolic   ConstittUions,^ — ^by  the  Clementine  HoniUies,^ — by 

ps.-Tatian/ — and    by    the    disputation    of    Archelaus   with 

Manes  :* — 

In  the  IVth,  by  Eusebius,® — ^by  Athanasius," — by  Gregory 
Nyss.," — ^by  Theodorus  Herac," — ^by  Basil/^ — ^by  Chryso- 
stom,** — ^by  Ephraem  Syr.," — ^by  ps.-Ephraim,^* — by  ps.- 
Dionysius  Areop.," — by  the  Apociyphal  Acta  PUati,^^ — by 
the  Acta  Philippi,^^ — and  by  the  Syriac  Acts  of  the  Ajyp.,^ 
— by  ps.-Ignatius,*^ — and  ps. -Justin  :^* — 

In  the  Vth,  by  Theodoret,^— by  Cyril,^*— by  Eutherius  i^* 
In  the  Vlth,  by  Anastasius  Sin.,** — by  Hesyehhis  :*' — 
In  the  Vllth,  by  Antiochus  mon.,*^ — by  Maximus,** — by 
Andreas  Cret. :  '® — 


'  Ap.  Eos.  Hist.  Ecd.  ii.  23.       *  P.  521  and  . . .  [Mass.  210  and  277.] 

'  Ed.  Lagarde,  p.  65  line  3.  *  ii.  188.     Vter.  iii.  18  p.  5. 

•  Ap.  Gall.  iii.  38, 127.  •  Rid,  ii.  714.    {Horn.  xi.  20.) 

'  Evan,  Cone,  275.  •  Ap.  Routh,  v.  161. 

»  He  places  the  verses  in  Can,  x.       "  i.  1120.  "  iii.  289. 

"  Cat,  in  Ps,  iii.  219.  "  i.  290.  "  15  times. 

»  ii.  48,  321,  428 ;  ii.  {syr.)  233.        "  Evan.  Cone.  117,  256. 

"  i.  607.  "  Pp.  232,  286.  »  P.  85. 

"  Pp.  11, 16.    Dr.  Wright  assigns  them  to  the  IVth  century. 

"  Eph,  c.  X.  «  ii.  166,  168,  226.  «  6  times. 

**  Ap.  Mai,  ii.  197  ( =  Cramer  52)  ;  iii.  392. — Dr.  Hort's  strenuous 
pleading  for  the  authority  of  Cyril  on  this  occasion  (who  however  is  plainly 
against  him)  is  amusing.  So  is  his  claim  to  have  the  cursive  "  82  **  on  his 
side.  He  is  certainly  reduced  to  terrible  straits  throughout  his  ingenious 
volume.  Yet  are  we  scarcely  prepared  to  find  an  upright  and  honourable 
man  contending  so  hotly,  and  almost  on  any  pretext,  for  the  support  of 
those  very  Fathers  which,  when  they  are  against  him,  (as,  99  times  out  of 
100,  they  are,)  he  treats  with  utter  contumely.  He  is  observed  to  put  up 
with  any  ally,  however  insignificant,  who  even  seems  to  be  on  his  side. 

M  Ap.  Theod.  v.  1152.  «  Pp.  423,  457. 

"  Cat,in  Ps,  i.  768;  ii.  663.  »  Pp.  1109,  1134. 

»  i.  374.  ^  P.  93. 
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In  the  Vlllth,  by  John  Damascene/ — begides  ps.-Chry- 
sostom,' — ps.  Amphilochins,^ — and  the  Opus  imperf} 

Add  to  this,  (since  Latin  authorities  have  been  brought  to 
the  front), — ^Ambrose,' — Hilary,* — Jerome,' — Augustine,® — 
and  other  earUer  writers.^ 

We  have  thus  again  enumerated  upwards  of  forty  ancient 
Fathers.  And  again  we  ask,  With  what  show  of  reason  is 
the  brand  set  upon  these  12  words?  Gravely  to  cite,  as 
if  there  were  anything  in  it,  such  counter-evidence  as  the 
following,  to  the  foregoing  torrent  of  Testimony  from  every 
part  of  ancient  Christendom : — viz :  '  B  D,  38,  435,  a  b  d  and 
one  Egyptian  version ' — might  really  have  been  mistaken  for 
a  mawvaise  plaisanterie,  were  it  not  that  the  gravity  of  the 
occasion  effectually  precludes  the  supposition.  How  could 
our  Eevisionists  dare  to  insinuate  doubts  into  wavering 
hearts  and  unlearned  heads,  where  (as  here)  they  were  bound 
to  know,  there  exists  no  manner  of  doubt  at  all  f 

(5)  The  record  of  the  same  Evangelist  (S.  Luke  xxiii.  38) 
that  the  Inscription  over  our  Saviour's  Cross  was  '  written 
...  in  letters  of  Greek,  and  Latin,  and  Hebrew,'  disappears 
entirely  from  our  *  Ee vised '  version ;  and  this,  for  no  other 
reason,  but  because  the  incident  is  omitted  by  BCL,  the 
corrupt  Egyptian  versions,  and  Cureton's  depraved  Syriac : 
the  text  of  which  (according  to  Bp.  Ellicott^°)  "is  of  a 
very  composite  nature, — sometimes  inclining  to  the  shortness 
and  simplicity  of  tlie  Vatican  manuscript "  (b)  :  e.g.  on  the 
present  occasion  But  surely  the  negative  testimony  of  this 
little  band  of  disreputable  witnesses  is  entirely  outweighed 
by  the  positive  evidence  of  K  a  D  Q  R  with  13  other  uncials, — 

»  ii  67,  747.  •  i.  814 ;  ii.  819 ;  v.  735.  »  P.  88. 

♦  Ap.  Chrys.  vi.  191.  «  11  times.        «  P.  782  f.  '  12  times. 

•  More  than  60  times.        '  Ap.  Cypr.  (ed.  Baluze),  &c.  &c. 
^  On  Hevisiim, — p.  42  vote.    See  above,  p.  78  note, 
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the  evidence  of  the  entire  body  of  the  cursives, — the  sanction 
of  the  Latin, — ^the  Peschito  and  Philoxenian  Syriac, — ^the 
Armenian, — ^thiopic, — and  Georgian  versions ;  besides  Euse- 
bins — ^whose  testimony  (which  is  express)  has  been  hitherto 
strangely  overlooked,^ — and  Cyril.*  Against  the  threefold 
plea  of  Antiquity,  Eespectability  of  witnesses,  Universality 
of  testimony, — ^what  have  our  Eevisionists  to  show  ?  (a)  They 
cannot  pretend  that  there  has  been  Assimilation  here ;  for 
the  type  of  S.  John  xix.  20  is  essentially  different,  and  has 
retained  its  distinctive  character  all  down  the  ages,  (b)  Nor  can 
they  pretend  that  the  condition  of  the  Text  hereabouts  bears 
traces  of  having  been  jealously  guarded.  We  ask  the  Reader's 
attention  to  this  matter  just  for  a  moment  There  may  be 
some  of  the  occupants  of  the  Jerusalem  Chamber  even,  to 
whom  what  we  are  about  to  ofifer  may  not  be  altogether 
witlioutthe  grace  of  novelty : — 

That  the  Title  on  the  Cross  is  diversely  set  down  by  each 
of  the  four  Evangelists, — all  men  are  aware.  But  perhaps 
aU  are  not  aware  that  &  Lukes  record  of  the  Title  (in 
ch.  xxiii.  38)  is  exhibited  in  four  different  ways  by  codices 
A  B  c  D : — 

A  exhibits— OYTOG  €CTIN  O  BACIA6YC  T(a)N  IOYAAI(a)N 

B  (with  K  L  and  a)  exhibits— O  BACiA€YC  T(a)N  IOYAAICON 

OYTOG 
c  exhibits— O   BACIA6YC  T(a)N    IOYAAI(a)N    (which  is   Mk. 

•     XV.  26). 
D  (with  e  and  ff*)  exhibits — O  BACIA6YC  T(a)N  IOYAAICON 

OYTOG  €GTIN  (which  is  the  words  of  the  Evangelist 

transposed). 

We  propose  to  recur  to  the  foregoing  specimens  of  licen- 
tiousness by-and-by.'    For  the  moment,  let  it  be  added  that 

»  Edvg.  Pmph.  p.  89.  ^  Ju  Luc.  435  and  718. 

•  See  pages  93  to  97. 
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codex  X  and  the  Sahidic  version  conspire  in  a  fifth  variety, 

viz.,     OYTOO    6CTIN    IHCOYC    O    BACIA6Y0   T(a)N    IOYAAI(a)N 

(which  is  S.  Matt  xxvii.  37) ;  while  Ambrose  ^  is  found  to 
have  used  a  Latin  copy  which  represented  IHCOYC  O  NAZU)- 
PAIOC  O  BACIA6YC  T(a)N  IOYAAIWN  (which  is  S.  John  xix.  18). 
We  spare  the  reader  any  remarks  of  our  own  on  all  this.     He 
is  competent  to  draw  his  own  painful  inferences,  and  will  not 
fail  to  make  his  own  damaging  reflections.     He  shall  only  be 
further  informed  that  14  imcials  and  the  whole  body  of  the 
cursive  copies  side  with  codex  A  in  upholding  the  Traditional 
Text ;  that  the  Vulgate,* — the  Peschito, — Cureton*s  Syriac, — 
the  Philoxenian;  —  besides  the  Coptic, — Armenian,  —  and 
^thiopic  versions — are  all  on  the  same  side:   lastly,  that 
Origen,' — ^Eusebius, — and  Gregory  of  Nyssa  *  are  in  addition 
consentient  witnesses ; — and  we  can  hardly  be  mistaken  if 
we  venture  to  anticipate  (1st), — That  the  Eeader  will  agree 
with  us  that  the  Text  with  which  we  are  best  acquainted 
(as  usual)  is  here  deserving  of  all  confidence;  and  (2ndly), 
— That  the  Eevisionists  who  assure  us  'that  they  did  not 
esteem  it  within  their  province  to  construct  a  continuous  and 
complete  Greek  Text;'  (and  who  were  never  authorized  to 
construct  a  new  Greek  Text  at  all ;)  were  not  justified  in  the 
course  they  have  pursued  with  regard  to  S.  Luke  xxiiL  38. 
*  This  is  the  King  of  the  Jews  '  is  the  only  idiomatic  way 
of  rendering  into  English  the  title  according  to   S.   Luke, 
whether  the  reading  of  A  or  of  B  be  adopted ;  but,  in  order  to 
make  it  plain  that  they  ryect  the  Greek  of  A  in  favour  of  B, 
the  Eevisionists  have  gone  out  of  their  way.      They  have 
instructed  the  two  Editors  of  '  The  Greek  Testament  with  the 


»  L  152a 

'  So  Sedulius  Paschalis,  ap.  GraHand.  ix.  595.  '  iii.  2. 

*  Eufieb.  Ed,  Froph.  p.  89 :  Greg.  Nyss.  L  570.~Thesc  last  two  places 
have  hitherto  escaped  ob^rvation. 
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Readings  adopted  by  the  Revisers  of  the  Authorized  Version '  ^ 
to  exhibit  S.  Luke  xxiiL  38  as  it  stands  in  the  mutilated 
recension  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort?  And  if  this  procedure, 
repeated  many  hundreds  of  times,  be  not  constructing  a  *  new 
Greek  Text '  of  the  N.  T.,  we  have  yet  to  learn  what  w. 

(6)  From  the  first  verse  of  the  concluding  chapter  of 
S.  Luke's  (Jospel,  is  excluded  the  familiar  clause — *  and  certain 
oOwrs  with  theni  *  (kcU  rive^  avv  airraid).  And  pray,  why  ? 
For  no  other  reason  but  because  K  B  c  l,  with  some  Latin 
authorities,  omit  the  clause; — and  our  Revisionists  do  the 
like,  on  the  plea  that  they  have  only  been  getting  rid  of  a 
'  harmonistic  insertion/  ^  But  it  is  nothing  of  the  sort,  as  we 
proceed  to  explain. 

Ammonius,  or  some  predecessor  of  his  early  in  the  Ilnd 
century,  saw  fit  (with  perverse  ingenuity)  to  seek  to  force 
S.  Luke  xxiii.  55  into  agreement  with  S.  Matt,  xxvii.  61  and 
S.  Mark  xv.  47,  by  turning  KaraxoKouOijacurcu  Bk  teal  ywaZKe^y 
— ^into  KarfftcoXovdrfcrav  Bi  ATfo  ywaiKe;.  This  done,  in  order 
to  produce  '  harmonistic '  agreement  and  to  be  thorough,  the 
same  misguided  individual  proceeded  to  run  his  pen  through 
the  words  '  and  certain  with  them '  (xal  rive:  avv  auroi?)  as 
inopportune;  and  his  work  was  ended.  1750  years  have 
rolled  by  since  then,  and — ^What  traces  remain  of  the  man's 
foolishness  ?  Of  his  first  feat  (we  answer),  Eusebius,*  D  and 
Evan.  29,  besides  five  copies  of  the  old  Latin  (a  b  e  ff^  q),  are 


*  See  above,  pp.  49-50,  note  '. 

*  Viz.,  thus : — 9fv  df  koX  imypaififi  iv  avr^f  'O  ^a(rtXcvr  tS>v  ^lovbai»v 
o^rros,  *  Dean  Alford,  in  Joe. 

^  6  AovKas  lu^  Xcyci  tS>v  (ra0/3aro>v  opBpov  fiaBdos  <f>€p€iv  dpo^fioTa  yvpoiKas 
AY'O  ras  dKdkovBri<ra(Tas  avr^f  at  rcyc£  ^arav  ano  rrji  rakikaias  avvcucoXov 
Bfjaaaaiy  ore  t$anrov  airrov  (XBovaai  crri  ro  fiv^fjui'  turivts  AY'O,  #c.t.X., — 
ad  Marinum,  ap.  Mai,  iv.  266. 
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the  sole  surviving  Witnesses.  Of  his  second  acliievement, 
M  B  c  L,  33, 124,  have  preserved  a  record ;  besides  seven  copies 
of  the  old  Latin  (a  b  c  e  ff ^  g'^  1),  together  with  the  Vulgate, 
the  Coptic,  and  Eusebius  in  one  place^  though  not  in  another.* 
The  Beader  is  therefore  invited  to  notice  that  the  tables  have 
been  unexpectedly  turned  upon  our  opponents.  S.  Luke 
introduced  the  words  'and  certain  with  them/  in  order  to 
prepare  us  for  what  he  will  have  to  say  in  xxiv.  10, — viz.  *  It 
was  Mary  Magdalene,  and  Joanna,  and  Mary  the  mother  of 
James,  and  other  women  with  them,  which  told  these  things 
unto  the  Apostles.'  Some  stupid  harmonizer  in  the  Ilnd 
century  omitted  the  words,  because  they  were  in  his  way. 
Calamitous  however  it  is  that  a  clause  which  the  Church  has 
long  since  deliberately  reinstated  should,  in  the  year  1881,  be 
as  deliberately  banished  for  the  second  time  from  the  sacred 
page  by  our  Eevisionists ;  who  under  the  plea  of  amending 
our  English  Authorized  Version  have  (with  the  best  inten- 
tions) falsified  the  Greek  Text  of  the  Gospels  in  countless 
places, — often,  as  here,  without  notice  and  without  apology. 

(10)  We  find  it  impossible  to  pass  by  in  silence  the  treat- 
ment which  S.  Luke  xxiv.  12  has  experienced  at  their  hands. 
They  have  branded  with  doubt  S.  Luke's  memorable  account 
of  S.  Peter's  visit  to  the  sepulchre.  And  why?  Let  the 
evidence  for  this  precious  portion  of  the  narrative  be  first 
rehearsed.  Nineteen  uncials  then,  with  N  a  B  at  their  head, 
supported  by  every  knoimi  cursive  copy, — all  these  vouch  for 
the  genuineness  of  the  verse  in  question.  The  Latin, — the 
Syriac, — ^and  the  Egyptian  versions  also  contain  it.  Euse- 
bius,^— Gregory  of  Nyssa,* — Cyril,* — Severus,® — ^Ammonius,' 


>  Ps.  i.  79.  «  Dem,  492. 

»  Ap.  Mai,  iv.  287,  293.  *  i.  364.         «  Ap.  Mai,  ii.  439. 

•  Ap.  Galland.  xi.  224.  "^  Cat.  in  Joann.  p.  453. 
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and  others  ^  refer  to  it :  while  no  ancient  writer  is  found  to 
impugn  it  Then,  why  the  double  brackets  of  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort  ?  and  why  the  correlative  marginal  note  of  our  Revi- 
sionists?— Simply  because  d  and  5  copies  of  the  old  Latin 
(a  b  e  1  fu)  leave  these  22  words  out 

(11)  On  the  same  sorry  evidence — (viz.  D  and  5  copies  of 
the  old  Latin) — it  is  proposed  henceforth  to  omit  our 
Saviour's  greeting  to  His  disciples  when  He  appeared  among 
them  in  the  upper  chamber  on  the  evening  of  the  first  Easter 
Day.  And  yet  the  precious  words  ('a7id  saith  unto  them, 
Pcuce  be  unto  you*  [Lu.  xxiv.  36],)  are  vouched  for  by  18 
uncials  (with  K  A  B  at  their  head),  and  every  knotmi  cursive 
copy  of  the  Gospels :  by  all  the  Versions :  and  (as  before)  by 
Eusebius,* — and  Ambrose,^ — by  Chrysostom,* — and  Cyril,* — 
and  Augustine.® 

(12)  The  same  remarks  suggest  themselves  on  a  survey  of 
the  evidence  for  S.  Luke  xxiv.  40: — 'And  u^hcn  He  had 
thus  spoken.  He  showed  them  His  hands  and  His  feet'  The 
words  are  found  in  18  uncials  (beginning  with  n  a  b),  and  in 
every  known  cursive:  in  the  Latin,'  —  the  Syriac, — the 
i^yptian, — in  short,  in  all  the  ancient  Versions.  Besides 
these,  ps,-Justin,* — ^Eusebius,* — Athanasius,^" — ^Ambrose  (in 
Greek),"  —  Epiphanius,"  —  Chrysostom,^^  —  Cyril,"— Theo- 


•  Pf.-Chry8.  viiL  161-2.    Johannes  ThestaL  ap.  Galland.  xiii.  189. 

«  Ap.  Mai,  iv.  293  his ;  294  diserte,  »  i.  606, 1541.  *  iii.  91. 

•  iv.  1108,  and  Luc  728  (=  Mai,  iL  441).  •  iii.»  142 ;  viii.  472. 

'  So  Tertullian : — '  Manus  ei  pedes  sttos  inspiciendos  offert '  (Cam,  c.  5). 
'  Inspectui  eorwin  iTiontfa  et  pedes  sw>s  offert '  {Mare,  iv.  c.  43).  Also 
Jerome  L  712. 

'  De  Besur.  240  (quoted  by  J.  Damascene,  ii.  762). 

•  Ap.  Mai,  iv.  294.  "  i.  906,  quoted  by  Epiph.  i.  1003. 

"  Ap.  Thoodoret,  iv.  141.       "  i.  49.       »  i.  510 ;  ii.  408,  418 ;  iii.  91. 
"  iv.  1108 ;  vi.  23  (Trw.).    Ap.  Mai,  ii.  442  ter. 
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doret,* — ^Ammonius,* — and  John  Damascene^ — quote  them. 
What  but  the  veriest  trifling  is  it,  in  the  face  of  such  a 
body  of  evidence,  to  bring  forward  the  fact  that  D  and  5 
copies  of  the  old  Latin,  with  Cureton's  Syriac  (of  whicli 
we  have  had  the  character  already^),  omit  the  words  in 
question  ? 

The  foregoing  enumeration  of  instances  of  Mutilation 
might  be  enlarged  to  almost  any  extent.  Take  only  tliree 
more  short  but  striking  specimens,  before  we  pass  on : — 

(a)  Thus,  the  precious  verse  (S.  Matthew  xvii.  21)  which 
declares  that '  this  kind  [of  evil  spirit]  goeth  not  out  but  hy 
prayer  and  fasting*  is  expunged  by  our  Revisionists ; 
although  it  is  vouched  for  by  every  known  uncial  hut  two 
(b  fic),  every  known  cursive  hut  one  (Evan.  33)  ;  is  witnessed 
to  by  the  Old  Latin  and  the  Vulgate, — the  Syriac,  Coptic, 
Armenian,  Georgian,  iEthiopic,  and  Slavonic  versions ;  by 
Origen,' —  Athanasius,*—  Basil,^ —  Chrysostom,®  —  the  Opus 
iwperf,^ — the  Syriac  Clement,^" — and  John  Damascene ;  *^ — 
by  Tertullian, — Ambrose, — Hilary, — Juvencus, — Augustine, 
— ^Maximus  Taur., — ^and  by  the  Syriac  version  of  the  Canons 
of  Eiisebius :  above  all  by  the  Universal  East, — having  been 
read  in  all  the  churches  of  Oriental  Christendom  on  the  10th 
Sunday  after  Pentecost,  from  the  earliest  period.  Why,  in 
the  world,  then  (our  readers  will  ask)  have  the  Eevisionists 
left  those  words  out  ?  .  .  .  For  no  other  reason,  we  answer, 
but  because  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  place  them  among  the 
interpolations  which  they  consider  unworthy  of  being  even 


*  iv.  272.  '  Cat  in  Joan,  462,  3. 

»  i.  303.  *  See  above,  pp.  78  and  85. 

»  iii.  579.  •  ii.  114  (ed.  1698). 

T  ii.  9,  362,  622.  «  ii.  309;  iy.  30 ;  v.  531 ;  vii.  581. 

•  vi.  79.  '^  Ep.  i.  (ap.  GaU.  i.  p.  xii.)         "ii.  464; 
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f  exceptionally  retained  in  association  with  the  true  Text/  * 
« Western  and  Syrian '  is  their  oracular  sentence.^ 

(b)  The  blessed  declaration, '  The  Son  of  Man  is  come  to 
save  that  which  was  lost* — has  in  like  manner  been  expunged 
by  our  Eevisionists  from  S.  Matth.  xviii.  11 ;  although  it  is 
attested  by  every  known  uncial  except  bk  l,  and  every 
known  cursive  except  three :  by  the  old  Latin  and  the  Vul- 
gate :  by  the  Peschito,  Cureton's  and  the  Philoxenian  Syriac : 
by  the  Coptic,  Armenian,  iEthiopic,  Georgian  and  Slavonic 
versions  :  ^  —  by  Origen,*  —  Theodorus  Heracl.,'  —  Chryso- 
stom* — and  Jovius'  the  monk ; — ^by  Tertullian,' — Ambrose,® — 
Hilary,*® — Jerome." — pope  Damasus  " — and  Augustine :" — 
above  all,  by  the  Universal  Eastern  Church, — ^for  it  has  been 
read  in  all  assemblies  of  the  faithful  on  the  morrow  of  Pente- 
cost, from  the  beginning.  Why  then  (the  reader  will  again 
ask)  have  the  Revisionists  expimged  this  verse?  We  can 
only  answer  as  before, — because  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort 
consign  it  to  the  lirrilms  of  their  Appendix;  class  it  among 
their  'Rejected  Readings*  of  the  most  hopeless  type.**  As 
before,  all  their  sentence  is  *  Western  and  Syrian.'  They 
add,  '  Interpolated  either  from  Lu.  xix.  10,  or  from  an  in- 
dependent source,  written  or  oral.'** .  .  .  Will  the  English 
Church  suffer  herself  to  be  in  this  way  defrauded  of  her 
priceless  inheritance, — ^through  the  irreverent  bungling  of 
well-intentioned,  but  utterly  misguided  men  ? 


*  Text,  pp.  565  and  571.  *  Append,  p.  14. 

•  We  depend  for  our  Versions  on  Dr.  S.  C.  Malan :  pp.  31,  44. 

*  ii.  147.     Cone  v.  675.  «  Cord.  Cat  i.  376. 

•  viL  599,  600  dUerie.  '  Ap.  Photium,  p.  644. 
»  Three  times.  •  i.  663, 1461,  ii.  1137. 
w  Pp.  367,  699.  »  viL  139. 

"  Ap.  Galland.  vL  324.  ^  iii.  P.  i.  760. 

"  Text,  p.  572.  «  Append,  p.  14. 
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(c)  In  the  same  way,  our  Lord's  important  saying, — *  Ye 
know  not  wfuU  manner  of  spirit  ye  are  of:  for  the  Son  of  man 
is  not  corns  to  destroy  men's  lives,  but  to  save  them  *  (S.  Luke 
ix.  55,  56),  has  disappeared  from  our  *  Revised '  Version ; 
although  Manuscripts,  Versions,  Fathers  from  the  second 
century  downwards,  (as  Tischendorf  admits,)  witness  elo- 
quently in  its  fiavour. 

V.  In  conclusion,  we  propose  to  advert,  just  for  a  moment, 
to  those  five  several  mis-representations  of  S.  Luke's  *  Title 
on  the  Cross,'  which  were  rehearsed  above,  viz.  in  page  86. 
At  so  gross  an  exhibition  of  licentiousness,  it  is  tlie  mere 
instinct  of  Natural  Piety  to  exclaim, — But  then,  could  not 
those  men  even  set  down  so  sacred  a  record  as  that,  correctly  ? 
They  could,  had  they  been  so  minded,  no  doubt,  (we  answer) : 
but,  marvellous  to  relate,  the  Transposition  of  words, — no 
matter  how  significant,  sacred,  solemn  ; — of  short  clauses, — 
even  of  whole  sentences  of  Scripture;  —  was  anciently 
accounted  an  allowable,  even  a  graceful  exercise  of  the  critical 
faculty. 

The  thing  alluded  to  is  incredible  at  first  sight ;  being  so 
often  done,  apparently,  without  any  reason  whatever, — or 
rather  in  defiance  of  all  reason.  Let  candidus  lector  be  the 
judge  whether  we  speak  truly  or  not.  Whereas  S.  Luke 
(xxiv.  41)  says,  *  And  while  they  yet  believed  not  far  joy, 
and  wondered,'  the  scribe  of  codex  A  (by  way  of  improving 
upon  the  Evangelist)  transposes  his  sentence  into  this,  '  And 
while  they  yet  disbelieved  Him,  and  wondered  for  joy : '  ^ 
which  is  almost  nonsense,  or  quite. 

But  take  a  less  solemn  example.     Instead  of, — *  And  His 


*  €Ti  fie  aiTi(rTovvT(iiv  avr^,  koi  davfia(6vT<av  thro  r^y  x^P^^- 
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disciples  plucked  the  ears  of  corn,  arid  aie  them,  {rots 
ardyya^y  §caX  rjaOioVy)  rubbing  them  in  their  hands '  (S.  Luke 
vi.  1), — BC  L  R,  by  transposing  four  Greek  words,  present  us 
with,  '  And  His  disciples  plucked,  and  ate  the  ears  of  com, 
(koX  fjaOtov  Tois  ardj(ya>^,)  rubbing  them,'  &c.  Now  this 
might  have  been  an  agreeable  occupation  for  horses  and  for 
another  quadruped,  no  doubt;  but  hardly  for  men.  This 
curiosity,  which  (happily)  proved  indigestible  to  our  Eevi- 
sionists,  is  nevertheless  swallowed  whole  by  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort  as  genuine  and  wholesome  Gospel.  (0  dura 
Doctorum  ilia!) — But  to  proceed. 

Then  further,  these  preposterous  Transpositions  are  of 
such  perpetual  recurrence, — are  so  utterly  useless  or  else  so 
exceedingly  mischievous,  always  so  tasteless, — that  familiarity 
with  the  phenomenon  rather  increases  than  lessens  our 
astonishment.  What  does  astonish  us,  however,  is  to  find 
learned  men  in  the  year  of  grace  1881,  freely  resuscitating 
these  long-since-forgotten  hetises  of  long-since-forgotten 
Critics,  and  seeking  to  palm  them  off  upon  a  busy  and  a 
careless  age,  as  so  many  new  revelations.  That  we  may  not 
be  thought  to  have  shown  undue  partiality  for  the  xxiind, 
xxiiird,  and  xxivth  chapters  of  S.  Luke's  Gospel  by  selecting 
our  instances  of  Mutilation  from  those  three  chapters,  we 
will  now  look  for  specimens  of  Transposition  in  the  xixth 
and  xxth  chapters  of  tlie  same  Gospel.  The  reader  is 
invited  to  collate  the  Text  of  the  oldest  uncials,  throughout 
these  two  chapters,  with  the  commonly  Received  Text.  He 
will  find  that  within  the  compass  of  88  consecutive  verses,* 
codices  K  A  B  c  D  Q  exliibit  no  less  than  74  instances  of  Trans- 
position : — for  39  of  which,  D  is  responsible  : — K  B,  for  14 : — 
K  and  K  B  D,  for  4  eacli : — A  B  and  K  a  B,  for  3  each : — A,  for 


*  Viz.  from  ch.  xix.  7  txj  xx.  MS. 
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2  : — B,  c,  Q,  K  A,  and  a  d,  each  for  1. — In  other  words,  he  will 
find  that  in  no  less  than  44  of  these  instances  of  Transposi- 
tion, D  is  implicated  : — K,  in  26 : — B,  in  25  : — A,  in  10  : — while 

c  and  Q  are  concerned  in  only  one  a-piece It  should 

be  added  that  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have  adopted  every  one 
of  the  25  in  which  codex  B  is  concerned — a  significant  indica- 
tion of  the  superstitious  reverence  in  which  they  hold  that 
demonstrably  corrupt  and  most  untrustworthy  document.* 
Every  other  case  of  Transposition  they  have  rejected.  By 
their  own  confession,  therefore,  49  out  of  the  74  (i.e.  two- 
tliirds  of  the  entire  number)  are  instances  of  depravation. 
We  turn  with  curiosity  to  the  Eevised  Version ;  and  discover 
that  out  of  the  25  so  retained,  the  Editors  in  question  were 
only  able  to  persuade  the  Revisionists  to  adopt  8.  So  that, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Revisionists,  66  out  of  74,  or  eleven- 


'  We  take  leave  to  point  out  that,  however  favourable  the  estimate  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort  may  have  personally  furmeil  of  the  value  and  imjwrt- 
ance  of  the  Vatican  Codex  (b),  nothing  can  excuse  their  summary  handling, 
not  to  say  their  contemptuous  disregard,  of  all  evidence  adverse  to  that  of 
their  own  favourite  guide.  They  pass  by  whatever  makes  against  the 
reading  they  adoi)t,  with  the  oracular  announcement  tliat  the  rival  reading 
is  *  Syrian^  *  Western^  *  Western  and  Syrian,*  as  the  case  may  be. 

But  we  respectfully  submit  that  *  Syrian,*  *  Western,*  *  Western  and 
Syrian,*  as  Critical  expressions,  are  absolutely  without  meaning,  as  well  as 
without  use  to  a  student  in  this  diiBcult  department  of  sacred  Science. 
They  supply  no  information.  They  are  never  supiwrted  by  a  particle  of 
intelli^ble  evidence.  They  are  often  demonstrably  wrong,  and  always 
unreasonable.  They  are  Dictation,  not  Criticism,  When  at  last  it  is 
discovered  that  they  do  but  signify  that  certain  wonls  are  not  found  in 
codex  B, — they  are  ixjrceivetl  to  be  the  veriest  foolishness  also. 

Progress  is  imjiossible  while  this  metluxi  is  iiermittod  to  prevail.  If 
these  distinguished  Professors  have  enjoyeil  a  Revelation  as  to  what  the 
»angelists  actually  wrote,  they  would  do  well  to  acquaint  the  world  with 
the  fact  at  the  earliest  possible  moment.  If,  on  the  contrary,  they  are 
merely  relying  on  their  own  inner  consciousness  for  the  jxjwer  of  divining 
the  truth  of  Scripture  at  a  glance, — they  must  Ih)  i)repared  to  find  their 
decrees  treated  with  the  contumely  which  is  due  t<)  imix>sture,  of  whatever 
kind. 
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twelfths,  are  instances    of   licentious  tampering  with    the 

deposit 0  to  participate  in  the  verifying  faculty  which 

guided  the  teachers  to  discern  in  25  cases  of  Transposition 
out  of  74,  the  genuine  work  of  the  Holy  Ghost  !  0,  far 
more,  to  have  been  bom  with  that  loftier  instinct  which 
enabled  the  pupils  (Doctors  Eoberts  and  MUligan,  Newth 
and  Moulton,  Vance  Smith  and  Brown,  Angus  and  Eadie)  to 
winnow  out  from  the  entire  lot  exactly  8,  and  to  reject  the 
remaining  66  as  nothing  worth ! 

.  According  to  our  own  best  judgment,  (and  we  have  care- 
fully examined  them  all,)  every  one  of  the  74  is  worthless. 
But  then  we  make  it  our  fundamental  rule  to  reason  always 
from  grounds  of  external  Evidence, — never  from  postulates  of 
the  Imagination.  Moreover,  in  the  application  of  our  rule, 
we  begrudge  no  amount  of  labour :  reckoning  a  long  summer's 
day  well  spent  if  it  has  enabled  us  to  ascertain  the  truth 
concerning  one  single  controverted  word  of  Scripture.  Thus, 
when  we  find  that  our  Kevisionists,  at  the  suggestion  of 
Dr.  Hort,  have  transposed  the  familiar  Angelic  utterance  (in 
S.  Luke  xxiv.  7),  Xeryayv  8tv  Bel  rov  viov  tov  avOpdnrov  irapa- 
SoBrjvcUf — into  this,  \iya>p  rbv  vlov  tov  avOponrov  ori  Bel,  &c., 
we  at  once  enquire  for  the  evidence.  And  when  we  find  that 
no  single  Father,  no  single  Version,  and  no  Codex — except 
the  notorious  k  b  c  L — advocates  the  proposed  transposition ; 
but  on  the  contrary  that  every  Father  (from  a.d.  150  down- 
wards) who  quotes  the  place,  quotes  it  as  it  stands  in  the 
Textus  receptus ;  ^  —  we  have  no  hesitation  whatever  in 
rejecting  it.  It  is  found  in  the  midst  of  a  very  thicket  of 
fabricated  readings.  It  has  nothing  whatever  to  recommend 
it.     It  is  condemned  by  the  consentient  voice  of  Antiquity. 


»  Marcion  (Epiph.  i.  317) ;  —  Eusebius  (Mai,  iv.  266) ;  —  Epiphanius 
(i.  348) ;— Cyril  (Mai,  ii.  438) ;— John  Thessal.  (GallaDd.  xiii.  188). 
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It  is  advocated  only  by  four  copies, — which  never  combine 
exclusively,  except  to  misrepresent  the  truth  of  Scripture 
and  to  seduce  the  simple. 

But  the  foregoing,  which  is  a  fair  typical  sample  of  count- 
less other  instances  of  unauthorized  Transposition,  may  not 
be  dismissed  without  a  few  words  of  serious  remonstrance. 
Our  contention  is  that,  inasmuch  as  the  effect  of  such  transposi- 
tion is  incapable  of  being  idiomaiically  represented  in  (he  Ung^ 
lish  language, — (for,  in  all  such  cases,  the  Revised  Version 
retains  the  rendering  of  the  Authorized,) — our  Eevisionists 
have  violated  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  their  instruc- 
tions, in  putting  forth  a  new  Oreek  Text,  and  silently  intro- 
ducing into  it  a  countless  number  of  these  and  similar 
depravations  of  Scripture.  These  Textual  curiosities  (for 
they  are  nothing  more)  are  absolutely  out  of  place  in  a 
Revision  of  the  English  Version :  achieve  no  lawful  purpose : 
are  sure  to  mislead  the  unwary.  This  first. — Secondly,  we 
submit  that, — strong  as,  no  doubt,  the  temptation  must  have 
been,  to  secure  the  sanction  of  the  N.  T.  Revisionists  for  their 
own  private  Recension  of  the  Greek,  (printed  long  since,  but 
published  simultaneously  with  the  *  Revised  Version ') — it  is 
to  be  regretted  that  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  should  have 
yielded  thereto.  Man's  impatience  never  promotes  God's 
Truth.  The  interests  of  Textual  Criticism  would  rather  have 
suggested,  that  the  Recension  of  that  accomplished  pair  of 
Professors  should  have  been  submitted  to  public  inspection 
in  the  first  instance.  The  astonishing  Text  which  it  advocates 
might  have  been  left  with  comparative  safety  to  take  its 
chance  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber,  after  it  had  undergone 
the  searching  ordeal  of  competent  Criticism,  and  been  freely 
ventilated  at  home  and  abroad  for  a  decade  of  years.  But 
on  the  contrary.  It  was  kept  close.  It  might  be  seen  only 
by  the  Revisers  :  and  even  they  were  tied  down  to  secrecy  as 
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to  the  letter-press  by  which  it  was  accompanied.  .  .  .  All 
this  strikes  us  as  painful  in  a  high  degree. 

VI.  Hitherto  we  have  referred  almost  exclusively  to  the 
Gospels.  In  conclusion,  we  invite  attention  to  our  Eevi- 
sionists'  treatment  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16 — the  criix  criticorum, 
as  I^bendary  Scrivener  styles  it.^  We  cannot  act  more 
fairly  than  by  inviting  a  learned  member  of  the  revising 
body  to  speak  on  behalf  of  his  brethren.  We  shall  in  this 
way  ascertain  the  amount  of  acquaintance  with  the  subject 
enjoyed  by  some  of  those  who  have  been  so  obliging  as  to 
furnish  the  Church  with  a  new  Eecension  of  the  Greek  of 
the  New  Testament.    Dr.  Boberts  says : — 

*The  English  reader  will  probably  be  startled  to  find  that 
the  familiar  text, — *'  And  toithout  cantrovergy  great  is  the  mystery  of 
godliness :  God  wcu  manifest  in  the  fleshy**  has  been  exchanged  in 
the  Revised  Version  for  the  following, — "  And  toithout  controversy 
great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness;  He  who  was  manifested  in  the 
flesh.**  A  note  on  the  margin  states  that  **  the  word  GOD,  in 
place  of  He  who,  rests  on  no  sufficient  ancient  evidence ; "  and 
it  may  be  well  that,  in  a  passage  of  so  great  importance,  the 
reader  should  be  convinced  that  such  is  the  case. 

'  What,  then,  let  us  enquire,  is  the  amount  of  evidence  which 
can  be  produced  in  support  of  the  reading  "God"?  This  is 
soon  stated.  Not  one  of  the  early  Fathers  can  be  certainly 
quoted  for  it.  None  of  the  very  ancient  versions  support  it. 
No  uncial  witnesses  to  it,  with  the  doubtful  exception  of  a  ... . 
But  even  granting  that  the  weighty  suffrage  of  the  Alexandrian 
manuscript  is  in  favour  of  "Gk)D,"  far  more  evidence  can  be 
produced  in  support  of  "  who."  k  and  probably  c  witness  to  this 
reading,  and  it  has  also  powerful  testimony  from  the  versions 
and  Fathers.  Moreover,  the  relative  "  who  "  is  a  far  more  diffi- 
cult reading  than  "  God,"  and  could  hardly  have  been  substituted 
for  the  latter.     On  every  ground,  therefore,  we  conclude  that 


-  [The  discussion  of  this  text  has  been  left  very  nearly  as  it  originally 
stood, — the  rather,  because  the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16  will  be  found 
fully  discu8s«dHkt  the  end  of  the  present  volume.    See  Indetc  of  Texts,'] 
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this  interesting  and  important  passage  must  stand  as  it  has  been 
given  in  the  Revised  Version.'  ^ 

And  now,  having  heard  the  learned  Presbyterian  on  behalf 
of  his  brother-Eevisionists,  we  request  that  we  may  be  our- 
selves listened  to  in  reply. 

The  place  of  Scripture  before  us,  the  Reader  is  assured, 
presents  a  memorable  instance  of  the  mischief  which  occa- 
sionally resulted  to  the  inspired  Text  from  the  ancient 
practice  of  executing  copies  of  the  Scriptures  in  uncial 
characters.  S.  Paul  ccrtairdy  wrote  fiiya  iarl  to  t^  evcre- 
/SeuK  fiwmipiov  •  Beo?  iifuivepdOr)  kv  aapxi,  ('  Great  is  the 
mystery  of  godliness :  GOD  was  manifested  iyi  the  flesh*)  But 
it  rw^uires  to  be  explained  at  the  outset,  that  the  holy  Name 
when  abbre\'iated  (which  it  always  was),  thus, — go  ('  God  *), 
is  only  distinguishable  from  the  relative  pronoun  *  who '  (oc), 
by  two  horizonted  strokes, — wliicli,  in  manuscripts  of  early 
date,  it  was  often  the  practice  to  trace  so  faintly  that  at 
present  they  can  scarcely  be  discerned.^  Need  we  go  on? 
An  archetypal  copy  in  which  one  or  both  of  these  slight 
strokes  had  vanished  from  the  word  gc  ('  God  *),  gave  rise 
to  the  reading  oc  (*  who  *), — of  which  nonsensical  substitute, 
traces  survive  in  only  two^  manuscripts, — K  and  17:  not,  for 
certain,  in  one  single  ancient  Father, — no,  nor  for  certain  in 
one  single  ancient  Version.  So  transparent,  in  fact,  is  the 
absurdity  of  writing  to  /jLvan^piov  09  (*the  mystery  who')^ 
that  copyists  promptly  substituted  o  {'which'):  thus  fur- 
nishing another  illustration  of  the  well-known  proi>erty  of 

"  Companion  to  the  Revised  Version,  &c.,  by  Alex.  Roberts,  D.D.  (2nd 
edit),  pp.  66-8. 

*  Of  this,,  any  one  inajr  convince  himself  by  merely  inHpecting  the 
2  pages  of  codex  a  which  are  exposed  to  view  at  the  British  Mu.«eimi. 

•  For,  of  the  3  cursives  usually  cited  for  the  same  reading  (17, 73, 181), 
the  second  proves  (on  enquiry  at  Upsala)  to  be  merely  an  abridgment  of 
CEcumcnius,  who  certainly  read  Gcdr;  and  the  last  is  non-existent. 

u  2 
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a  fabricated  reading,  viz.  sooner  or  later  inevitably  to  become 
the  parent  of  a  second.  Happily,  to  this  second  mistake 
the  sole  surviving  witness  is  the  Codex  Claromontanus,  of 
the  Vlth  century  (d)  :  the  only  Patristic  evidence  in  its 
favour  being  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus,^  (whose  date  is  a.d.  476)  : 
and  the  unknown  author  of  a  homily  in  the  appendix  to 
Chrysostom.^  The  Versions — all  but  the  Georgian  and  the 
Slavonic,  which  agree  with  the  Eeceived  Text — ^favour  it 
unquestionably;  for  they  are  observed  invariably  to  make 
the  relative  pronoun  agree  in  gender  with  the  word  which 
represents  fivarqpiov  ('mystery')  which  immediately  pre- 
cedes it.  Thus,  in  the  Syriac  Versions,  09  (*  who ')  is  found, 
— ^but  only  because  the  Syriac  equivalent  for  fiv<m]piov  is 
of  the  masculine  gender :  in  the  Latin,  qttod  ('  which ') — ^but 
Only  because  mysterium  in  Latin  (like  fivtrnipiov  in  Greek) 
is  neuter.  Over  this  latter  reading,  however,  we  need  not 
linger;  seeing  that  o  does  not  find  a  single  patron  at  the 
present  day.  And  yet,  this  was  the  reading  which  was  eagerly 
upheld  during  the  last  century:  Wetstein  and  Sir  Isaac 
Newton  being  its  most  strenuous  advocates. 

It  is  time  to  pass  under  hasty  review  the  direct  evi- 
dence for  the  true  reading.  A  and  c  exhibited  ec  until 
ink,  thumbing,  and  the  injurious  use  of  chemicals,  obliterated 
what  once  was  patent.  It  is  too  late,  by  full  150  years,  to 
contend  on  the  negative  side  of  this  question. — F  and  G, 
which  exhibit  6c  and  Qc  respectively,  were  confessedly 
derived  from  a  common  archetype :  in  which  archetype,  it  is 
evident  that  the  horizontal  stroke  which  distinguishes  e 
from  o  must  have  been  so  faintly  traced  as  to  be  scarcely 
discernible.  The  supposition  that,  in  this  place,  the  stroke 
in  question  represents  the  aspirate,  is  scarcely  admissible. 
Ther$  is  no  single  example  of  09  written  oc  in  any  part  of 


»  ConcUia,  ii.  217  c.  «  viii.  214  b. 
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either  Cod,  F  or  Cod.  G.  On  the  other  hand,  in  thj^^pnly  place 
where  oc  represents  ec,  it  is  written  oc  in  both.  Pre- 
judice herself  may  be  safely  called  upon  to  accept  the  obvious 
and  only  lawful  inference. 

To  come  to  the  point, — ©ed?  is  the  reading  of  all  the 
uncial  copies  extant  hut  two  (viz.  K  which  exhibits  6<:,  and 
D  which  exhibits  S),  and  of  all  the  cursives  bvt  one  (viz.  17). 
The  universal  consent  of  the  Lectionaries  proves  that  Bed? 
has  been  read  in  all  the  assemblies  of  the  faithful  from  the 
rVth  or  Vth  century  of  our  era.  At  what  earlier  period  of 
her  existence  is  it  supposed  then  that  the  Church  ('the 
witness  and  keeper  of  Holy  Writ/)  availed  herself  of  her 
privil^e  to  substitute  Bed?  for  09  or  o, — ^whether  in  error 
or  in  fraud  ?  Nothing  short  of  a  conspiracy,  to  which  every 
region  of  the  Eastern  Church  must  have  been  a  party,  would 
account  for  the  phenomenon. 

We  enquire  next  for  the  testimony  of  the  Fathers ;  and 
we  discover  that — (1)  Gregory  of  Nyssa  quotes  Bed?  ttventy* 
two  times :  * — ^that  Bed?  is  also  recognized  by  (2)  his  name- 
sake of  Nazianzus  in  two  places  ; ' — as  well  as  by  (3),  Didy- 
mus  of  Alexandria ; ' — (4)  by  ps.-Dionysius  Alex.  ;* — and  (5) 
by  Diodorus  of  Tarsus.* — (6)  Chrysostom  quotes  1  Tim.  iii. 
16  in  conformity  with  the  received  text  at  least  three  times  f 


"  A  single  quotation  is  better  than  many  references.  Among  a  multi- 
tude of  proofs  that  Christ  is  God,  Gregory  says : — Tifio64<if  de  Siappridn^ 
/3o$  ■  OTi  6  Q(6s  ^<f>au(po>Brj  eV  a-apKi,  4diKaia>Brj  iv  irvfvpxiTi.     ii.  693. 

•  TouTo  r)iuv  rh  fiiya  fivorfipiov  .  .  6  ivavOpoynrqa-as  hC  r^pJas  koX 
irr»x^^**^^^  0€df,  Iva  dvaarrjtrfi  t^v  aapKa,  (i.  215  a.) — ^Ti  ro  ficya  fiuor^- 
piop ;  .  .  Q€6s  &v$p<oiros  yivcrai.     (i.  685  b.) 

•  De  Trin,  p.  83 — where  the  testimony  is  express. 

•  Oe^r  yap  (<l>av(paiBTj  4v  a-apKi, — ConcUiaf  i.  853  d. 

•  Cramer's  Cat,  in  Bom,  p.  124. 

•  One  quotation  may  suffice : — ^T6  bi  Otov  oin-a,  auBpomou  BtXrjoxu 
ytp4(r6ai  koI  avttrxitrOai  KaraPrjvcu  roa-ovrov  ,  .  .  tovt6  c*ot*  t6  eWX?;(c<off 
y€fiop.  h  6ri  KOI  Havkos  6aviidC^v  t\(y€v  •  Koi  op^XoyovfUvas  ptya  coTi 
r6  r^r  cvcc/Sctar  p,v<rnipiov  *  ttoiov  piya ;  6c 6r  €<f>autp»Brf  iv  aapKi  *  ical 
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— ^and  (7)  Cyril  Al.  as  often :  * — (8)  Tlieodoret,  four  times :  ^ — 
(9)  an  unknown  author  of  the  age  of  Nestorius  (a.d.  430), 
once:^ — (10)  Severus,  Bp.  of  Antioch  (a.d.  512),  once.* — 
(11)  Macedonius  (ad.  506)  patriarch  of  CP.,*  of  whom  it 
has  been  absurdly  related  that  he  invented  the  reading,  is  a 
witness  for  0609  perforce ;  so  is — (12)  Euthalius,  and — (13) 
John  Damascene  on  two  occasions.* — (14)  An  unknown 
writer  who  has  been  mistaken  for  Athanasius,' — (15)  besides 
not  a  few  ancient  scholiasts,  close  the  list:  for  we  pass  by 
the  testimony  of — (16)  Epiphanius  at  the  7th  Nicene  Council 
(AD.  787),— of  (17)  (Ecumenius,— of  (18)  Tlieophylact. 

It  will  be  observed  that  neither  has  anything  b^en  said 
about  the  many  indirect  allusions  of  earlier  Fathers  to  this 
place  of  Scripture ;  and  yet  some  of  these  are  too  striking 
to  be  overlooked:  as  when — (19)  Basil,  writing  of  our 
Saviour,  says  avro?  e^i/e/xo^  iv  a-aptcl:^ — and  (20)  Gre- 
gory Thaum.,  koX  Soti  Seb^  akrj0ipb^  6  curapKO^  iv  trapxl 
<f>av€pa>0€k:^ — and  before  him,  (21)  Hippolytus,  ovto^ 
irpoeKJdoiv  eh  xoa-fiov,  0€O9  iv  adfiaTi  e^av€pa>Orj :^^ — and 
(22)  Theodotus   tlie   Gnostic,   6   Scor^p   &if>6ri   KariMv  roU 


irakiv  dXXaxoO  •    ov  yhp  «yyfXc0v  iirCKayfidvrrai  6  6€(k,     #c.  t.  X.     L  497. 
=  Gallan<L  xiv.  141. 

^  The  following  may  suffice : — y^h^a  yhp  rart  t^t  ^vatptiai  fivarripuiv  • 
tr€<l>av4p^»Tai  yap  4v  (rapKi  Q(6s  &v  Koi  6  A&yos  ■  (diKaia>Brf  de  Koi  tv  ttvcv- 
lion.  V.  p.  ii. ;  p.  154  c  <L — In  a  newly-recovered  treatise  of  Cyril,  1  Tim. 
lii.  16  is  quoted  at  length  with  Gcdr,  followed  by  a  remark  on  the  rV  avr^ 
^vfptt^cir  9eo(.  This  at  least  is  decisive.  The  place  has  been  hitherto 
overlooked.  «  i.  92 ;  iii.  657 ;  iv.  19,  23. 

•  Apud  Athanasium,  Opp,  ii.  33,  where  see  Gamier's  prefatory  note. 

•  Ka^  h  yap  vnrjpxf  0(6s  [sc.  6  Xpiarbs]  tovtov  jfrf*  t6v  vofioBtrriv 
IhBfjyai  iraai  tois  tOvttn  .  .  .  roiyapovv  kclL  d((ap^»a  ra  tfSvr)  rbv  vofM»$€TTjv^ 
rhv  cV  vapKi  <f>av€p»6ivTa  Ocov.  Cramer's  Cat  iii.  69.  The  quotation 
is  from  the  lost  work  of  Severus  against  Julian  of  Ualicamassus. 

•  Oalland.  xii.  152  e,  153  e,  with  the  notes  both  of  Gamier  and 
Gallandius. 

•  L  313 ;  ii.  263.  '  A.\\  Athanas.  i.  706. 

•  iii.  401-2.  "  Ap.  Phot.  230.  "  Contm  Il«r.  Noel.  c.  17. 
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077^*9:^ — and  (23)  Barnabas,  'Ii/croSv  ....  6  vw  rov 
Seov  Tinrtp  koX  iv  aap/cl  ^aveptoOei^; :  ^ — and  earlier  still  (24) 
Ignatius:  BeoS  avOptoirliHO^  ^avepovfUvov : — iv  acLpxl  yevo- 
fievo^  B€09 : — eU  Beo^  earvp  6  ^apepdxra^  iavrov  Sui  ^Irfcov 
'KpuTTov  Tov  viov  avTov.^ — Are  we  to  suppose  that  none  of 
these  primitive  writers  read  the  place  as  2^e  do  ? 

Against  this  array  of  Testimony,  the  only  evidence  which  the 
unwearied  industry  of  150  years  has  succeeded  in  eliciting, 
is  as  follows: — (1)  The  exploded  Latin  fable  that  Mace- 
donius  (a.d.  506)  invented  the  reading:* — (2)  the  fact  that 
Epiphanius, — -prof easing  to  transcribe^  from  an  earlier  trea- 
tise of  his  own  •  (in  which  i<f>ap€p(!>0rj  stands  mithout  a  nomi- 
naiive),  prefixes  09: — (3)  the  statement  of  an  unknown 
scholiast,  that  in  one  particular  place  of  Cyril's  writings 
where  the  Greek  is  lost,  Cyril  wrote  09, — (which  seems  to 
be  an  entire  mistake ;  but  which,  even  if  it  were  a  fact,  would 
be  sufi&ciently  explained  by  the  discovery  that  in  two  other 
places  of  Cyril's  writings  the  evidence  fliictuates  between  09 
and  B609) : — (4)  a  quotation  in  an  epistle  of  Eutherius  of 
l^ana  (it  exists  only  in  Latin)  where  *qui'  is  found: — (5) 
a  casual  reference  (in  Jerome's  commentary  on  Isaiah)  to 
our  Lord,  as  One  *  qui  apparuit  in  came,  justificatus  est  in 
spiritu,' — which  Bp.  Pearson  might  have  written. — Lastly,  (6) 
a  passage  of  Theodorus  Mopsuest.  (quoted  at  the  Council 
of  Constantinople,  a.d.  553),  where  the  reading  is  'qui,' — 
which  is  balanced  by  the  discovery  that  in  another  place 
of  his  writings  quoted  at  the  same  Council,  the  original  is 
translated  *  quod.'  And  this  closes  the  evidence.  Will  any 
unprejudiced  person,  on  reviewing  the  premisses,  seriously 
declare  that  09  is  the  better  sustained  reading  of  the  two  ? 


»  Ap.  Clem.  Al.  973.      '  Cap.  xii.      »  Ad  Eph,  c.  19,  7 ;  ad  Magn.  c.  8. 

*  See  Scrivener's  Plain  Introd.  pp.  555-6,  and  Berriman's  DisserttUion, 

pp.  229-263,     Also  the  end  of  this  volume.  *  i.  887  c.        «  ii.  74  b. 
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For  ourselves,  we  venture  to  deem  it  incredible  that  a 
Beading  which — (a)  Is  not  to  be  found  in  more  than  two 
copies  (n  and  17)  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles :  which — (6)  Is  not 
certainly  supported  by  a  single  Version : — (c)  Nor  is  clearly 
advocated  by  a  single  Fatlier, — can  be  genuine.  It  does  not  at 
all  events  admit  of  question,  that  until  far  stronger  evidence 
can  be  produced  in  its  favour,  09  ('  who ')  may  on  no  account 
be  permitted  to  usurp  the  place  of  the  commonly  received 
8609  ('  God  ')  of  1  Tim.  iiL  16.  But  the  present  exhibits  in  a 
striking  and  instructive  way  all  the  characteristic  tokens  of 
a  depravation  of  the  text.  (1st)  At  an  exceedingly  early 
period  it  resulted  in  another  deflection.  (2nd)  It  is  without 
the  note  of  Continuity;  having  died  out  of  the  Church's 
memory  well-nigh  1400  years  ago.  (3rd)  It  is  deficient  in 
Universality  ;  having  been  all  along  denied  the  Church's  cor- 
porate sanction.  As  a  necessary  consequence,  (4th)  It  rests 
at  this  day  on  wholly  insujfficient  Evidence:  Manuscripts, 
Versions,  Fathers  being  all  against  it.  (5th)  It  carries  on 
its  front  its  own  refutation.  For,  as  all  must  see,  ec  might 
easily  be  mistaken  for  oc:  but  in  order  to  make  oc  into 
0C,  two  horizontal  lines  must  of  set  purpose  he  added  to  the 
copy.  It  is  therefore  a  vast  deal  more  likely  that  ec  became 
OC,  than  that  oc  became  ec.  (6th)  Lastly,  it  is  condemned 
by  internal  considerations.  ''O9  is  in  truth  so  grossly  im- 
probable— ^rather,  so  impossible — a  reading,  that  under  any 
circumstances  we  must  have  anxiously  enquired  whether  no 
escape  from  it  was  discoverable :  whether  there  exists  no 
way  of  explaining  ?iow  so  patent  an  absurdity  as  fivari]' 
pu)v  09  m^ay  have  arisen  ?  And  on  being  reminded  that  the 
disappearance  of  two  faint  horizontal  strokes,  or  even  of  one, 
would  fully  account  for  the  impossible  reading, — (and  thus 
much,  at  least,  all  admit,) — should  we  not  have  felt  that  it 
required  an  overwhelming  consensus  of  authorities  in  favour 
of  09,  to  render  such  an  alternative  deserving  of  serious 
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attention?  It  is  a  mere  abuse  of  BengeFs  famous  axiom 
to  recal  it  on  occasions  like  the  present.  We  shall  be  landed 
in  a  bathos  indeed  if  we  allow  ^ross  improboMliti/  to  become  a 
constraining  motive  with  us  in  revising  the  sacred  Text 

And  thus  much  for  the  true  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  We 
invite  the  reader  to  refer  back  ^  to  a  Eeviser's  estimate  of 
the  evidence  in  favour  of  0€O9  and  09  respectively,  and  to 
contrast  it  with  our  own.  If  he  is  impressed  with  the 
strength  of  the  cause  of  our  opponents, — ^their  mastery  of  the 
subject, — and  the  reasonableness  of  their  contention, — we 
shall  be  surprised.  And  yet  that  is  not  the  question  just 
now  before  us.  The  only  question  (be  it  clearly  remem- 
bered) which  has  to  be  considered,  is  this : — Can  it  be  said 
with  truth  that  the  "  evidence "  for  09  (as  against  0€O9) 
in  1  Tim.  iii.  16  is  "clearly  preponderating"!  Can  it  be 
maintained  that  0609  is  a  'plain  and  dear  error  *  ?  Unless 
this  can  be  afllrmed — cadit  quwstio.  The  traditional  reading 
of  the  place  ought  to  have  been  let  sdone.  May  we  be 
permitted  to  say  without  offence  that,  in  our  humble  judg- 
ment, if  the  Church  of  England,  at  the  Eevisers*  bidding, 
were  to  adopt  this  and  thousands  of  other  depravatiotis  of 
the  sacred  page,* — with  which  the  Church  Universal  was  once 
well  acquainted,  but  which  in  her  corporate  character  she  has 
long  since  unconditionally  condemned  and  abandoned, — she 
would  deserve  to  be  pointed  at  with  scorn  by  the  rest  of 
Christendom?     Yes,  and  to  have  that  openly  said  of  her 


*  See  above,  p.  98. 

*  Ah,  that  stupid  fabrication,  Ti  fic  €pw^s  ircpi  tov  aya6ov ;  (in  S.  Matth. 
xix.  17) : — the  new  incidents  and  sayings  proposed  for  adoption,  as  in  S. 
Mark  i.  27  (in  the  Synagogue  of  Capernaum) :  in  S.  John  xiii.  21-6  (at  the 
last  supper) :  in  S.  Luke  xxiv.  17  (on  the  way  to  Emmaus) : — the  many 
proposed  omissions,  as  in  S.  Matth.  vi.  13  (the  Doxology) :  in  xvi.  2,  3 
(the  signs  of  the  weather) :  in  S.  Mark  ix.  44  &  46  (the  words  of  woe) :  in 
S.  John  V.  3,  4  (the  Angel  troubling  the  pool),  &c.  &c.  &c. 
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wliicli  S.  Peter  openly  said  of  the  false  teachers  of  his  day 
who  fell  back  into  the  very  errors  which  they  had  already 
abjured.  The  place  will  be  found  in  2  S.  Peter  ii.  22.  So  singu- 
larly applicable  is  it  to  the  matter  in  hand,  that  we  can  but 
invite  attention  to  the  quotation  on  our  title-page  and  p.  1. 

And  here  we  make  an  end. 

1.  Those  who  may  have  taken  up  the  present  Article  in 
expectation  of  being  entertained  with  another  of  those  dis- 
cussions (of  which  we  suspect  the  public  must  be  already 
getting  'somewhat  weary),  concerning  the  degree  of  ability 
which  the  New  Testament  Eevisionists  have  displayed  in 
their  rendering  into  English  of  the  Greek,  will  at  first  experi- 
ence disappointment.  Headers  of  intelligence,  however,  who 
have  been  at  the  pains  to  follow  us  through  the  foregoing 
pages,  will  be  constrained  to  admit  that  we  have  done  more 
faithful  service  to  the  cause  of  Sacred  Truth  by  the  course 
we  have  been  pursuing,  than  if  we  had  merely  multiplied 
instances  of  incorrect  and  unsatisfactory  Translation,  There 
is  (and  this  we  endeavoured  to  explain  at  the  outset)  a  ques- 
tion of  prior  interest  and  far  graver  importance  which  has  to 
be  settled  first,  viz.  the  degree  of  confidence  which  is  due  to 
the  underlying  NEW  Greek  text  which  our  Revisionists  have 
constructed.  In  other  words,  before  discussing  their  new 
Renderings,  we  have  to  examine  their  neiv  Headings}  The 
silence  which  Scholars  have  hitherto  maintained  on  this  part 

'  It  cannot  be  too  plainly  or  too  often  stated  that  learned  Prebendary 
Scrivener  is  wholly  guiltless  of  the  many  spurious  *  Readings '  with  which 
a  majority  of  his  co-Revisionists  have  corrupted  the  Word  of  God.  He 
pleaded  faithfully, — but  he  pleaded  in  vain. — It  is  right  also  to  state 
that  the  scholarlike  Bp.  of  S.  Andrews  (Dr.  Charles  Wordsworth)  has 
fully  purged  himself  of  the  suspicion  of  complicity,  by  his  printed  (not 
published)  remonstrances  with  his  colleagues. — The  excellent  Bp.  of 
Salisbury  (Dr.  Moberly)  attended  only  121  of  their  407  meetings ;  and 
that  judicious  scholar,  the  Abp.  of  Dublin  (Dr.  Trench)  only  63.  The 
reader  will  find  more  on  this  subject  at  the  close  of  Art.  XL, — pp.  228-30. 
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of  the  subject  is  to  ourselves  scarcely  intelligible.  But  it  makes 
us  the  more  anxious  to  invite  attention  to  this  neglected  aspect 
of  the  problem ;  the  rather,  because  we  have  thoroughly  con- 
vinced ourselves  that  the  *  new  Greek  Text '  put  forth  by  the 
Eevisionists  of  our  Authorized  Version  is  viterly  inadmis- 
sihle.  The  traditional  Text  has  been  departed  from  by  them 
nearly  6000  times, — almost  invariably /or  the  worse, 

2.  Fully  to  dispose  of  all  these  multitudinous  corruptions 
would  require  a  bulky  Treatise.  But  the  reader  is  requested 
to  observe  that,  if  we  are  right  in  the  few  instances  we 
have  culled  out  from  the  mass, — then  we  are  right  in  all.  If 
we  have  succeeded  in  proving  that  the  little  handful  of 
authorities  on  which  the  *  new  Greek  Text '  depends,  are  the 
reverse  of  trustworthy, — are  absolutely  misleading, — then, 
we  have  cut  away  from  under  the  Eevisionists  the  very 
ground  on  which  they  have  hitherto  been  standing.  And  in 
that  case,  the  structure  which  they  have  built  up  throughout 
a  decade  of  years,  with  such  evident  self-complacency,  col- 
lapses *  like  the  baseless  fabric  of  a  vision.' 

3.  For  no  one  may  flatter  himself  that,  by  undergoing 
a  further  process  of  *  Eevision,'  the  '  Revised  Version '  may 
after  all  be  rendered  trustworthy.  The  eloquent  and  excel- 
lent Bishop  of  Deny  is  '  convinced  that,  with  all  its  undeni- 
able merits,  it  will  have  to  be  somewhat  extensively  revised.' 
And  so  perhaps  are  we.  But  (what  is  a  far  more  important 
circumstance)  we  are  fuither  convinced  that  a  prior  act  of 
penance  to  be  submitted  to  by  the  Revisers  would  be  the 
restoration  of  the  xmderlying  Greek  Text  to  very  nearly — n4>t 
qidte — the  state  in  which  they  fomid  it  when  they  entered 
upon  their  ill-advised  undertaking.  '  Very  nearly  —  not 
quite : '  for,  in  not  a  few  particulars,  the  *  Textus  receptus  * 
does  call  for  Revision,  certainly ;  although  Revision  on 
entirely  different  principles  from  those  which  are  found  to 
have  prevailed  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber.     To  mention  a 
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single  instance  : — ^When  our  Lord  first  sent  forth  His  Twelve 
Apostles,  it  was  certainly  no  part  of  His  ministerial  com- 
mission to  them  to  'raise  the  dead'  {v€fcpov^  iyeipere,  S. 
Matthew  x.  8).  This  is  easily  demonstrable.  Yet  is  the 
spurious  clause  retained  by  our  Eevisionists ;  because  it  is 
found  in  those  corrupt  witnesses — k  b  c  d,  and  the  Latin 
copies.^  When  will  men  learn  unconditionally  to  put  away 
from  themselves  the  weak  superstition  which  is  for  investing 
with  oracular  authority  the  foregoing  quaternion  of  demon- 
strably depraved  Codices  ? 

4.  *  It  may  be  said ' — (to  quote  again  from  Bp.  Alexander's 
recent  Charge), — '  that  there  is  a  want  of  modesty  in  dissent- 
ing from  the  conclusions  of  a  two-thirds  majority  of  a  body 
so  learned.  But  the  rough  process  of  counting  heads  imposes 
unduly  on  the  imagination.  One  could  easily  name  eight 
in  that  assembly,  whose  unanimity  would  be  practically 
almost  decisive ;  but  we  have  no  means  of  knowing  that 
these  did  not  form  the  minority  in  resisting  the  changes 
which  we  most  regret.'  The  Bishop  is  speaking  of  the 
English  Revision.  Having  regard  to  the  Greek  Text  exclu- 
sively, we  also  (strange  to  relate)  had  singled  out  exa^^tly  eight 
from  the  members  of  the  New  Testament  company — Divines 
of  undoubted  orthodoxy,  who  for  their  splendid  scholarship 
and  proficiency  in  the  best  learning,  or  else  for  their  refined 
taste  and  admirable  judgment,  might  (as  we  humbly  think), 
under  certain  safeguards,  have  been  safely  entrusted  even  with 
the  responsibility  of  revising  the  Sacred  Text.  Under  the 
guidance  of  Prebendary  Scrivener  (who  among  living  English- 
men is  facUe  princeps  in  these  pursuits)  it  is  scarcely  to  be 
anticipated  that,  when  unanimous,  such  Divines  would  ever 


*  Eusebius, — Basil, — Chrysostom  (in  loc,X — Jerome, — Juvencus, — omit 
the  words.  P.  E.  Pusey  found  them  in  no  Syriac  copy.  But  the  conclusive 
evidence  is  supplied  by  the  Manuscripts ;  not  more  than  1  out  of  20  of 
which  contain  this  clause. 
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have  materially  erred.     But  then,  of  course,  a  previous  life- 
long familiarity  with  the  Science  of  Textual  Criticism,  or  at 
least  leisure  for  prosecuting  it  now,  for  ten  or  twenty  years, 
with  absolutely  undivided  attention, — would  be  the  indispen- 
sable requisite  for  the  success  of  such  an  undertaking ;  and 
this,  undeniably,  is  a  qualification  rather  to  be  desiderated 
than  looked  for  at  the  hands  of  English  Divines  of  note  at 
the  present  day.     On  the  other  hand,  (loyalty  to  our  Master 
constrains  us  to  make  the  avowal,)  the  motley  assortment  of 
names,  twenty-eight  in  all,  specified  by  Dr.  Newth,  at  p.  125 
of  his  interesting  little  volume,  joined  to  the  fact  that  the 
average  attendance  was  not  so  many  as  sixteen, — concerning 
whom,  moreover,  the  fact  has  transpired  that  some  of  the 
most  judicious  of  their  nimiber  often  declined  to  give  any 
vote  at  all, — is  by  no  means  calculated  to  inspire  any  sort  of 
confidence.    But,  in  truth,  considerable  familiarity  with  these 
pursuits  may  easily  co-exist  with  a  natural  inaptitude  for 
their  successful  cultivation,  which  shall  prove  simply  fatal. 
In   support  of  this  remark,  one  has  but  to  refer  to  the 
instance  supplied  by  Dr.  Hort.     The  Sacred  Text  has  none 
to  fear  so  much  as  those  who  feel  rather  than  think :  who 
im^offine  rather  than  reason :  who  rely  on  a  supposed  verify- 
ing faculty  of  their  own,  of  which  they  are  able  to  render 
no  intelligible  accoxmt;   and  who,  (to  use  Bishop  Ellicott's 
phrase,)  have  the  misfortune  to  conceive  themselves  possessed 
of  a  "power  of  divining  the  Original  Text,'* — which  would 
be  even  diverting,  if  the  practical  result  of  their  self-decep- 
tion were  not  so  exceedingly  serious. 

5.  In  a  future  number,  we  may  perhaps  enquire  into  the 
measure  of  success  which  has  attended  the  Eevisers*  Revision 
of  the  English  of  our  Authorized  Version  of  1611.  We  have 
occupied  ourselves  at  this  time  exclusively  with  a  survey 
of  the  seriously  mutilated  and  otherwise  grossly  depraved 
NEW  Greek  Text,  on  which  their  edifice  has  been  reared. 
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And  the  circumstance  which,  in  conclusion,  we  desire  to 
impress  upon  our  Beaders,  is  this, — that  the  insecurity 
of  that  foundation  is  so  alarming,  that,  except  as  a  con- 
cession due  to  the  solemnity  of  the  undertaking  just  now 
under  review,  further  Criticism  might  very  well  be  dis- 
pensed with,  as  a  thing  superfluous.  Even  could  it  be  proved 
concerning  the  superstructure,  that  *  it  had  been  [ever  so]  well 
builded/  ^  (to  adopt  another  of  our  Revisionists'  unhappy  per- 
versions of  Scripture,)  the  fatal  objection  would  remain,  viz. 
that  it  is  not  'founded  upon  the  rockJ  *  It  has  been  the  ruin 
of  the  present  undertaking — as  far  as  the  Sacred  Text  is  con- 
cerned— that  the  majority  of  the  Revisionist  body  have  been 
misled  throughout  by  the  oracular  decrees  and  impetuous 
advocacy  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort ;  who,  with  the  purest 
intentions  and  most  laudable  industry,  have  constructed  a 
Text  demonstrably  more  remote  from  the  Evangelic  verity, 
than  any  which  has  ever  yet  seen  the  light.  *The  old  is 
good/^  say  the  Revisionists:  but  we  venture  solemnly  to 
assure  them  that '  tJie  old  is  better  ;'*  and  that  this  remark 
holds  every  bit  as  true  of  their  Revision  of  the  Greek 
throughout,  as  of  their  infelicitous  exhibition  of  S.  Luke  v.  39. 
To  attempt,  as  they  have  done,  to  build  the  Text  of  the  New 
Testament  on  a  tissue  of  unproved  assertions  and  the  eccen- 
tricities of  a  single  codex  of  bad  character,  is  about  as  hopeful 
a  proceeding  as  would  be  the  attempt  to  erect  an  Eddystone 
lighthouse  on  the  Goodwin  Sands. 


»  « Revised  Text  *  of  S.  Luke  vi.  48. 

*  *  Authorized  Version,*  supported  by  a  c  D  and  12  other  uncials,  the 
whole  body  of  the  cursives,  the  Syriac,  Latin,  and  Gothic  versions. 

»  *  Revised  Text '  of  S.  Luke  v.  39. 

*  *  Authorized  Version,'  supported  by  a  c  and  14  other  uncials,  the  whole 
body  of  the  cursives,  and  all  the  versions  except  the  Peschito  and  the 
Coptic. 
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THE  NEW  ENGLISH  VERSION. 


'*  Such  is  the  time-honoured  Version  which  we  have  been  called  upon 
to  revise!  We  have  had  to  study  this  great  Version  carefully  and 
minutely,  line  by  line ;  and  the  longer  we  have  been  engaged  upon  it  the 
more  we  have  learned  to  admire  its  simplicity ,  its  dignity ,  its  power^  its 
happy  turns  of  expression^  its  general  accuracyf  and  we  must  not  fail  to 
add,  the  miisic  of  its  cadences,  and  the  felicities  of  its  rhythm.  To  render 
a  work  that  had  reached  this  high  standard  of  excellence,  still  more 
excellent ;  to  increase  its  fidelity,  without  destroying  its  charm ;  was  the 
task  committed  to  us." — ^Preface  to  the  Revised  Version. 

"  To  pass  from  the  one  to  the  other,  is,  as  it  were,  to  alight  from  a 
well-built  and  well-hung  carriage  which  glides  easily  over  a  macadamized 
road, — and  to  get  into  one  which  has  bad  springs  or  none  at  ally  and  in 
which  you  are  jolted  in  ruts  with  aching  hones  over  the  stones  of  a  newly- 
mended  and  rarely  traversed  road,  like  some  of  the  roads  in  our  North 
Lincolnshire  villages." — ^Bishop  Wordsworth.* 

"  No  Revision  at  the  present  day  could  hope  to  meet  with  an  hour's 
acceptance  if  it  failed  to  preserve  the  tone,  rhythm,  and  diction  of  the 
present  Authorized  Version." — Bishop  Ellicott.* 


*  Address  at  Lincoln  Diocesan  Conference, — p.  16. 

*  On  Revision, — p.  99. 
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Article  II.— THE  NEW  ENGLISH  VERSION. 


"  I  testify  unto  every  man  that  heareth  the  words  of  the  prophecy  of 
this  Book, — If  any  man  shall  add  unto  these  things,  God  shall  add  unto 
him  the  pkgues  that  are  written  in  this  Book. 

**And  if  any  man  shall  take  away  from  the  words  of  the  Book  of 
this  prophecy,  €k)D  shall  take  away  his  part  out  of  the  Book  of  Life,  and 
out  of  the  holy  City,  and  from  the  things  which  are  written  in  this  Book.*' 
— Revelation  xxii.  18, 19. 

WfLA^TEVER  may  be  urged  in  favour  of  Biblical  Eevision,  it 
is  at  least  undeniable  that  the  undertaking  involves  a  tre^ 
mendous  risk.  Our  Authorized  Version  is  the  one  religious 
link  which  at  present  binds  together  ninety  millions  of 
English-speaking  men  scattered  over  the  earth's  surface.  Is 
it  reasonable  that  so  unutterably  precious,  so  sacred  a  bond 
should  be  endangered,  for  the  sake  of  representing  certain 
words  more  accurately, — here  and  there  translating  a  tense 
with  greater  precision, — getting  rid  of  a  few  archaisms  ?  It 
may  be  confidently  assumed  that  no  'Revision*  of  our 
Authorized  Version,  however  judiciously  executed,  will  ever 
occupy  the  place  in  public  esteem  which  is  actually  enjoyed 
by  the  work  of  the  Translators  of  1611, — the  noblest  literary 
work  in  the  Anglo-Saxon  language.  We  shall  in  fact  never 
have  atwther  'Authorized  Version.'  And  this  single  con- 
sideration may  be  thought  absolutely  fatal  to  the  project, 
except  in  a  greatly  modified  form.  To  be  brief, — ^As  a 
companion  in  the  study  and  for  private  edification:  as  a 
book  of  reference  for  critical  purposes,  especially  in  respect 

I 
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of  difficult  and  controver^'d  passages  : — we  hold  that  a 
revised  edition  of  the  Authorized  Version  of  our  English 
Bible,  (if  executed  with  consummate  ability  and  learning,) 
would  at  any  time  be  a  work  of  inestimable  value.  The 
method  of  such  a  performance,  whether  by  marginal  Notes 
or  in  some  other  way,  we  forbear  to  determine.  But 
certainly  only  as  a  handmaid  is  it  to  be  desired.  As  some- 
thing intended  to  supersede  our  present  English  Bible,  we  are 
thoroughly  convinced  that  the  project  of  a  rival  Translation 
is  not  to  be  entertained  for  a  moment.  For  ourselves,  we 
deprecate  it  entirely. 

On  the  other  hand,  who  could  have  podlibly  foreseen  what 
has  actually  come  to  pass  since  the  Convocation  of  the 
Southern  Province  (in  Feb.  1870)  declared  itself  favourable 
to  '  a  Revision  of  the  Authorized  Version,*  and  appointed  a 
Committee  of  Divines  to  undertake  the  work  ?  WTu)  was 
to  suppose  that  the  Instructions  given  to  the  Revisionists 
would  be  by  them  systematically  disregarded  ?  WTio  was 
to  imagine  that  an  utterly  untrustworthy  '  new  Greek  Text,' 
constructed  on  mistaken  principles,  —  (say  rather,  on  no 
principles  at  ail,) — would  be  the  fatal  result?  To  speak 
more  truly, —  WTio  could  have  anticipated  that  the  oppor- 
tunity would  have  been  adroitly  seized  to  inflict  upon  the 
Church  the  text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort,  in  all  its 
essential  features, — a  text  which,  as  will  be  found  elsewhere 
largely  explained,  we  hold  to  he  the  most  vicious  Becension  of 
the  original  Greek  in  existence?  Above  all, —  WTio  was  to 
foresee  that  instead  of  removing  'plain  and  dear  errors' 
from  our  Version,  the  Revisionists,— (besides  systematically 
removing  out  of  sight  so  many  of  the  genuine  utterances  of 
the  Spirit,) — would  themselves  introduce  a  countless  number 
of  blemishes,  unknown  to  it  before  ?  Lastly,  how  was  it  to 
have  been  believed  that  the  Revisionists  would  show  them- 
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selves  industrious  in  sowing  broadcast  over  four  continents 
doubts  as  to  the  Truth  of  Scripture,  which  it  will  never 
be  in  their  power  either  to  remove  or  to  recal  ?  Nesdt  vox 
missa  reverti. 

For,  the  ill-advised  practice  of  recording,  in  the  margin  of 
an  English  Bible,  certain  of  the  blunders — (such  things 
cannot  by  any  stretch  of  courtesy  be  styled  *  Various  Eead- 
ings ') — which  disfigure  '  some '  or  '  many '  *  ancient  authori- 
ties,' can  only  result  in  hopelessly  unsettling  the  faith  of 
millions.  It  cannot  be  defended  on  the  plea  of  candour, — 
the  candour  which  is  determined  that  men  shall '  know  the 
worst.'  '  ITie  worst '  has  NOT  been  told :  and  it  were  dishonesty 
to  insinuate  that  it  has.  If  all  the  cases  were  faithfully 
exhibited  where  'a  few," some,'  or  'many  ancient  authori- 
ties '  read  differently  from  what  is  exhibited  in  the  actual 
Text,  not  only  would  the  margin  prove  insufficient  to  contain 
the  record,  but  the  very  pa^e  itself  would  not  nearly  suffice. 
Take  a  single  instance  (the  first  which  comes  to  mind),  of 
the  thing  referred  to.  Such  illustrations  might  be  multiplied 
to  any  extent : — 

In  S.  Luke  iii.  22,  (in  place  of '  Thou  art  my  beloved  Son ; 
in  Thee  I  am  well  pleased/)  the  following  authorities  of 
the  Ilnd,  IlIrd  and  IVth  centuries,  read, — '  this  day  have  I 
begotten  Thee :'  viz. — codex  D  and  the  most  ancient  copies  of 
the  old  Latin  (a,  b,  c,  flf-*,  1), — Justin  Martyr  in  three  places  ^ 
(a.d.  140), — ^Glemens  Alex.*  (a.d.  190),— and  Methodius^ 
(A.D.  290)  among  the  Greeks.  Lactantius*  (a.d.  300), — Hilary* 
(a.d.  350),— Juvencus  •  (a.d.  330),— Faustus  ^  (a.d.400),  and— 


'  Dial.  capp.  88  and  103  (pp.  306,  310,  352). 

«  P.  113.  •  Ap.  Galland.  iii.  719,  c  d. 

*  iv.  15  (ap.  Gall.  iv.  296  b).  *  42  b,  961  e.  1094  a. 

•  Ap.  Galland.  iv.  605  (ver.  365-6).  ^  Ap.  Aug.  viii.  423  e. 

I  2 
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Augustiiiu^  amongst  the  Latins.  The  reading  in  question 
was  doubtless  derived  from  the  EhioniU  Gospel^  (Ilnd  cent). 
Now,  we  desire  to  have  it  explained  to  us  irAy  an  exhibition 
of  the  Text  supjwrted  by  such  an  amount  of  first-rate 
primitive  testimony  as  the  preceding,  obtains  no  notice  trhat- 
ever  in  our  llevisicmists*  margin, — if  indeed  it  was  the  object 
of  their  perpetually  recurring  marginal  annotations,  to  put 
the  unleurned  reader  on  a  level  with  the  critical  Scholar; 
to  keep  nothing  back  from  him ;  and  so  forth  ?  .  .  .  It 
is  the  gross  one-sidedness,  the  patent  unfairness^  in  a  critical 
j)oint  of  view,  of  this  work,  (which  professes  to  be  nothing 
else  but  a  Itevision  of  the  Englisli  Version  of  1611,) — which 
chiefly  shocks  and  offends  us. 

For,  on  the  other  hand,  of  what  possible  use  can  it  be 
to  encun'iber  the  margin  of  S.  Luke  x.  41,  42  (for  example), 
with  the  anncjuncement  that  '  A  few  ancient  authorities  read 
Martha,  Martha,  tJu/u  art  troubled :  Mary  luith  chosen  &c.'  (the 
fact  being,  that  D  aJonc  of  MSS.  omits  ' earefvl  and'  .  .  . 
*  almut  many  tliuujs.  But  one  thing  is  needful,  aiid*  .  .  .)  ? 
With  the  record  of  this  circumstance,  is  it  reasonable  (we 
ask)  U)  choke  up  our  English  margin, — to  create  perplexity 
and   to   insinuate   doubt?      The    author  of    the    foregoing 


*  "  Vox  ilia  Patris,  quro  Kujier  baptizatum  facta  est  Ego  hodie  genui  fe," 
(Enchirid.  c.  49  [Oj^p,  vi.  215  a]):— 

"  Illud  vero  (IiumI  uoniuiUi  codices  habent  secundum  Lucam,  hoc  ilia 
voce  sonuisse  (luod  in  Psalino  scriptum  est,  Filing  mens  es  tu :  ego  hodie 
genui  te,  quanqiinm  in  antiquioribus  c(xiicibus  Grascis  non  inveniri  perhi- 
beatur,  tamon  si  alicpiibus  fide  dignis  exemplaribus  confirmari  possit, 
quid  aliud  quani  utnimque  intelligendum  est  quolibet  verborum  ordine 
dc  cielo  8on\ii8»e  ?''  (De  Cons,  Ev.  ii.  c.  14  [Opp,  iii.  P.  ii.  46  d  e]).  Augus- 
tine seems  to  allude  to  what  is  found  to  have  existed  in  the  Ehionite 

Qospel. 

'  Rpiphanius  (i.  138  b)  quotes  the  passage  which  contains  the  state- 
ment. 
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marginal  Annotation  was  of  course  aware  that  the  same 
'singular  codex*  (as  Bp.  Ellicott  styles  cod.  d)  omits,  in 
S.  Luke's  Gospel  alone,  no  less  than  1552  words :  and  he  will 
of  coui-se  have  ascertained  (by  counting)  that  the  words  in 
S.  Luke's  Gospel  amount  to  19,941.  Why  then  did  he  not 
tell  the  whole  truth ;  and  instead  of  '  <fec.,'  proceed  as  follows  ? 
— '  But  inasmuch  as  cod.  D  is  so  scandalously  corrupt  that 
about  one  word  in  thirteen  is  missing  throughout,  the  absence 
of  nine  words  in  this  place  is  of  no  manner  of  importance  or 
significancy.  The  precious  saying  omitted  is  above  suspi- 
cion, and  the  first  half  of  the  present  Annotation  might  have 
been  spared.' .  .  .  We  submit  that  a  Note  like  that,  although 
rather  'singular'  in  style,  really  would  have  been  to  some 
extent  helpful, — if  not  to  the  learned,  at  least  to  the  un- 
learned reader. 

In  the  meantime,  imlearned  and  learned  readers  alike 
are  competent  to  see  that  the  foregoing  perturbation  of 
S.  Luke  X.  41,  42  rests  on  the  same  manuscript  authority 
as  the  perturbation  of  ch.  iii.  22,  which  immediately  preceded 
it.  The  Patristic  attestation,  on  the  other  hand,  of  the  reading 
which  has  been  promoted  to  the  margin,  is  almost  nil: 
whereas  that  of  the  neglected  place  has  been  shown  to  be 
considerable,  very  ancient,  and  of  high  respectability. 

But  in  fact, — (let  the  Truth  be  plainly  stated ;  for,  when 
God's  Word  is  at  stake,  circumlocution  is  contemptible, 
while  concealment  would  be  a  crime;)  —  *  Faithfulness' 
towards  the  public,  a  stern  resolve  that  the  English  reader 
'shall  know  the  worst,'  and  all  that  kind  of  thing, — such 
considerations  have  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
matter.  A  vastly  diflferent  principle  has  prevailed  with  the 
Revisionists.  Themselves  the  dupes  of  an  utterly  mistaken 
Theory  of  Textual  Criticism,  their  supreme  solicitude  has 
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been  to  impose  that  same  Theory, -^which  is  Westcott  and 
Hbrfs,) — with  all  its  bitter  consequences,  on  the  unlearned 
and  unsuspicious  public. 

We  shall  of  course  be  indignantly  called  upon  to  explain 
what  we  mean  by  so  injurious — so  damning — an  imputation  ? 
For  all  reply,  we  are  content  to  refer  to  the  sample  of  our 
meaning  which  will  be  found  below,  in  pp.  137-8.  The  expo- 
sure of  what  has  there  been  shown  to  be  the  method  of  the 
Eevisionists  in  respect  of  S.  Mark  vi.  11,  might  be  repeated 
hundreds  of  times.  It  would  in  fact///  a  volume.  We  shall 
therefore  pass  on,  when  we  have  asked  the  Eevisionists  in 
turn — ffow  they  have  dared  so  effectually  to  blot  out  those 
many  precious  words  from  the  Book  of  Life,  that  no  mere 
English  reader,  depending  on  the  Eevised  Version  for  his 
knowledge  of  the  Gospels,  can  by  possibility  suspect  their 
existence  ?  .  .  .  Supposing  even  that  it  was  the  calamitous 
result  of  thdr  mistaken  principles  that  they  foimd  them- 
selves constrained  on  countless  occasions,  to  omit  from  their 
Text  precious  sayings  of  our  Lord  and  His  Apostles, — what 
possible  excuse  will  they  offer  for  not  having  preserved  a 
record  of  words  so  amply  attested,  at  least  in  their  margin  f 

Even  so,  however,  the  whole  amount  of  the  mischief  which 
has  been  effected  by  our  Eevisionists  has  not  been  stated. 
For  the  Greek  Text  which  they  have  invented  proves  to  be 
so  hopelessly  depraved  throughout,  that  if  it  were  to  be 
thrust  upon  the  Church's  acceptance,  we  should  be  a  thou- 
sand times  worse  off  than  we  were  with  the  Text  which 
Erasmus  and  the  Complutensian, — Stephens,  and  Beza,  and 
the  Elzevirs, — ^bequeathed  to  us  upwards  of  three  centuries 
ago.  On  this  part  of  the  subject  we  have  remarked  at  length 
already  [pp.  1-110] :  yet  shall  we  be  constrained  to  recur  once 
and  again  to  the  underlying  Greek  Text  of  the  Eevisionists, 
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inasmuch  as  it  is  impossible  to  stir  in  any  direction  with  tiie 
task  before  ns,  without  being  painfully  reminded  of  its  exist- 
ence. Not  only  do  the  familiar  Parables,  Miracles,  Discourses 
of  our  Lord,  trip  us  up  at  every  step,  but  we  cannot  open 
the  first  page  of  the  Gospel — no,  nor  indeed  read  the  first  line 
— ^without  being  brought  to  a  standstill.     Thus, 

1.  S.  Matthew  begins, — 'The  book  of  the  generation  of 
Jesus  Christ  '  (ver.  1). — Good.  But  here  the  margin  volun- 
teers two  pieces  of  information:  first, — 'Or,  birth:  as  in 
ver.  18.*  We  refer  to  ver.  18,  and  read — '  Now  the  birth  of 
Jesus  Christ  was  on  this  wise.*  Good  again;  but  the 
margin  says, — '  Or,  generation :  as  in  ver.  1.'  Are  we  then 
to  understand  that  the  same  Greek  word,  diversely  rendered 
in  English,  occurs  in  both  places  ?  We  refer  to  the  *  new 
Greek  Text : '  and  there  it  stands, — yiveaif;  in  either  verse. 
But  if  the  word  be  the  same,  why  (on  the  Revisers'  theory) 
is  it  diversely  rendered  ? 

In  the  meantime,  who  knows  not  that  there  is  all  the 
difference  in  the  world  between  S.  Matthew's  yen^o't^,  in 
ver.  1, — and  the  same  S.  Matthew's  76NNHo't9>  in  ver.  18? 
The  latter,  the  Evangelist's  announcement  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  human  Nativity  of  Christ  :  the  former,  the 
Evangelist's  unobtrusive  way  of  recalling  the  Septuagintal 
rendering  of  Gen.  ii.  4  and  v.  1 :  *  the  same  Evangelist's 
calm  method  of  guiding  the  devout  and  thoughtful  student 
to  discern  in  the  Gospel  the  History  of  the  '  new  Creation,' — 
by  thus  providing  that  when  first  the  Gospel  opens  its  lips,  it 
shall  syllable  the  name  of  the  first  book  of  the  elder  Cove- 
nant ?  We  are  pointing  out  that  it  more  than  startles — it 
supremely  oflfends — one  who  is  even  slenderly  acquainted 


*  Awn;  fi  Piffkos  ycy/ crctfr — ovparov  teal  y^y  :  also— di^f>«ir<i^r. 
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with  the  treasures  of  wisdom  hid  in  the  very  diction  of  the 
N.  T.  Scriptures,  to  discover  that  a  deliberate  effort  has  been 
made  to  get  rid  of  the  very  foremost  of  those  notes  of  Divine 
intelligence,  by  confounding  two  words  which  all  down  the 
ages  have  been  carefully  kept  distinct ;  and  that  this  effort 
is  the  residt  of  an  exaggerated  estimate  of  a  few  codices 
which  happen  to  be  written  in  the  uncial  character,  viz. 
two  of  the  IVth  century  (bn);  one  of  the  Vth  (c);  two  of 
the  Vlth  (p  z)  ;  one  of  the  IXth  (a)  ;  one  of  the  Xth  (s). 

Tlie  Versions^ — (which  are  our  oldest  witnesses) — are 
perforce  only  partially  helpful  here.  Note  however,  that  the 
only  one  which  favours  yiveat^  is  the  heretical  Harkleian 
Syriac,  executed  in  the  Vlltli  century.  The  Peschito  and 
Cureton's  Syriac  distinguish  between  ydveai^  in  ver.  1  and 
yimnjaif;  in  ver.  18 :  as  do  the  Slavonic  and  the  Arabian 
Versions.  Tlie  Egyptian,  Armenian,  -^thiopic  and  Georgian, 
have  only  one  word  for  both.  Let  no  one  suppose  however 
that  tliei'efore  their  testimony  is  ambiguous.  It  is  yivvrfavf; 
(not  7€i/€<rt9)  which  they  exhibit,  both  in  ver.  1  and  in  ver.  18.* 
The  Latin  {' generatio*)  is  an  equivocal  rendering  certainly: 
but  the  earliest  Latin  writer  who  quotes  the  two  places, 
(viz.  Tertullian)  employs  the  word  * genitura*  in  S.  Matth. 
i.  1, — but  * nativitas'  in  ver.  18, — which  no  one  seems  to 
have   noticed.*     Now,   Tertullian,   (as   one   who   sometimes 


^  For  my  information  on  this  subject,  I  am  entirely  indebted  to  one 
who  is  always  liberal  in  communicating  the  lore  of  which  he  is  perhaps  the 
sole  living  depositary  in  England, — the  Rev.  Dr.  S.  C.  Malan.  See  his 
Seven  Chapters  of  the  Revision  of  1881,  revised, — p.  3.  But  especially 
should  the  reader  be  referred  to  Dr.  Malan's  learned  dissertation  on  this  very 
subject  in  his  Select  Readings  in  Westcott  and  Ilorfs  Or,  Text  of  S, 
Matth.,— ^Y).  1  to  22. 

■  So  Dr.  Malan  in  his  Select  Readings  (see  above  note  ^), — pp.  15, 17, 19. 

*  "Liber  gtniturte  Jesu  Christi  filii  David,  filii  Abraham"  . . .  "Gra- 
datim  ordo  deducitur  ad  Christi  nativitatem,^ — De  Came  Christi,  c.  22. 
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wrote  in  Greek,)  is  known  to  have  been  conversant  with 
the  Greek  copies  of  his  day;  and  *his  day/  be  it  remem- 
bered, is  A.D.  190.  He  evidently  recognized  the  parallelism 
between  S.  Matt  i.  1  and  Gen.  ii.  4, — wliere  tlie  old  Latin 
exhibits  *  liber  creaturm'  or  'facturm,*  as  the  rendering  of 
fiifiXjo^  7€ve<r€a)9.  And  so  much  for  the  testimony  of  the 
Versions. 

But  on  reference  to  Manuscript  and  to  Patristic  authority  * 
we  are  encountered  by  an  overwhelming  amount  of  testi- 
mony for  yivvff(n<;  in  ver.  18 :  and  this,  considering  the 
nature  of  the  case,  is  an  extraordinary  circumstance.  Quite 
plain  is  it  that  the  Ancients  were  wide  awake  to  the  dififer- 
ence  between  spelling  the  word  with  one  N  or  A^ath  two, — 
as  the  little  dissertation  of  the  heretic  Nestorius  ^  in  itself 
would  be  enough  to  prove.  Tann)<n<:,  in  the  meantime,  is 
the  word  employed  by  Justin  M.,' — by  Clemens  Alex.,* — by 
Athanasius,* — by  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,* — ^by  Cyril  Alex.,' 
— by  Nestorius,®  —  by  Chrysostom,'  —  by  Theodorus  Mop- 


^  A  friendly  critic  complains  that  we  do  not  specify  which  editions  of  the 
Fathers  we  (juote.  Our  reply  is — This  [was]  a  Review,  not  a  Treatise.  We 
are  constrained  to  omit  such  details.  Briefly,  we  always  quote  the  best 
Edition.  Critical  readers  can  experience  7io  difficulty  in  verifying  our 
references.  A  few  details  shall  however  be  added:  Justin (O^to):  Irenaeus 
(Stieren):  Clemens  Al.  (Potter):  Tertullian  (Oehler):  Cyprian  (Baluze): 
Eusebius  (Gais/ord):  Athanas.  (1698):  Greg.  Nyss.  (1G38):  Epiphan. 
(1622):  Didymus  (1769):  Ephraem  Syr.  (1732):  Jerome  (VaUarsi): 
Nilus  (1668-73):  Chrysostom  (Mont/aucon) :  Cyril  (Aubert):  Isidorus 
(1638):  Theodoret  (Schuhe):  Maximus  (1675):  John  Damascene  (Ae- 
quien) :  Photius  (1653).  Most  of  the  others  (as  Origen,  Greg.  Nazianz., 
Basil,  Cyril  of  Jer.,  Ambrose,  Hilary,  Augustine),  are  quoted  from  the 
Benedictine  editions.  When  we  say  *Mai,'  we  always  mean  his  Nova 
Biblioth,  PP.  1852-71.  By  *  Montfaucon,'  we  mean  the  Nov.  ColL  PP. 
1 707.     It  is  necessity  that  makes  us  so  briefl 

»  Concilia,  iii.  521  a  to  d.  »  i.*  340.         *  P.  889  line  37  (y€inf(nu). 

«  1.  943  c.  •  i.  735.  "^  v.*  363,  676. 

»  Concil  iii.  325  (=  Cyril  v.»  28  a).  »  vu.  48 ;  viii.  314- 
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guest.,* — and  by  three  other  ancients.'  Even  more  deserving 
of  attention  is  it  that  Irenseus*  (a.d.  170) — (whom  Ger- 
manus  *  copies  at  the  end  of  550  years) — calls  attention  to 
the  difference  between  the  spelling  of  ver.  1  and  ver.  18. 
So  does  Didymus:* — so  does  Basil:* — so  does  Epiphanius.^ 
— Origen*  (a.d.  210)  is  even  eloquent  on  the  subject. — Ter- 
tullian  (a.d.  190)  we  have  heard  already. — It  is  a  significant 
circumstance,  that  the  only  Patristic  authorities  discoverable 
on  the  other  side  are  Eusebius,  Theodoret,  and  the  authors 
of  an  heretical  Creed  • — whom  Athanasius  holds  up  to  scorn.** 
. . .  Will  the  Bevisionists  still  pretend  to  tell  us  that  yiwrja-^s 
in  verse  18  is  a  'plain  and  clear  error  "i 

2.  This,  however,  is  not  all.  Against  the  words  *  of  Jesus 
Christ,'  a  further  critical  annotation  is  volunteered ;  to  the 
effect  that  *  Some  ancient  authorities  read  of  the  Christ'  In 
reply  to  which,  we  assert  that  not  one  single  knovm  MS. 
omits  the  word  '  Jesus  : '  whilst  its  presence  is  vouched  for 
by  ps.-Tatian,^^ — Irenseus, — Origen, — ^Eusebius, — Didymus,-^ 
Epiphanius,  —  Chrysostom,  —  Cyril,  —  in  addition  to  every 
known  Greek  copy  of  the  Gospels,  and  not  a  few  of  the  Ver- 
sions, including  the  Peschito  and  both  the  Egyptian.  What  else 
but  nugatory  therefore  is  such  a  piece  of  information  as  this  ? 

3.  And  so  much  for  the  first,  second,  and  third  Critical 
annotations,  with  which  the  margin  of  the  revised  N.  T.  is 


^  In  Matih.  ii.  16. 

*  P8.-Atliana8.  iL  306  and  700 :  p8.-Chryso8t.  xii.  694. 
»  P.  470.  *  Gall.  ix.  215. 

»  Trin.  ISa  •  i.  260  b.  '  i.  426  a  (yA^crty). 

*  Aiof^ptt  ymtnt  Koi  y4vrfj<ns  *  yiv^aif  y^v  yap  cori  vapa  Bcov 
ffprnif  frXd<ri(,  yimnftris  dc  ^  ck  KoraiiKris  rov  Bavdrov  bih,  r^v  irapdPaaiv  c( 
dXXi/XfiDv  dtado;^^. — Gblland.  xiv.  Append,  pp.  73,  74. 

»  [dated  22  May  a.d.  359]  ap.  Athan.  i.  721  d.  "  i.  722  c. 

'^  P.  20  of  the  newly-recovered  DicUessaron,  translated  from  the  Armenian. 
The  Exposition  is  claimed  for  Ephraem  Syrus. 
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disfigured.  Hoping  that  the  worst  is  now  over,  we  read  on 
till  we  reach  ver.  25,  where  we  encounter  a  statement 
which  fairly  trips  us  up :  viz., — '  And  knew  her  not  tiU  she 
had  hraaght  forth  a  son!  No  intimation  is  afforded  of  what 
has  been  here  effected;  but  in  the  meantime  every  one's 
memory  supplies  the  epithet  (*her  first-bom')  which  has 
been  ejected.  Whether  something  very  like  indignation  is 
not  excited  by  the  discovery  that  these  important  words 
have  been  surreptitiously  withdrawn  from  their  place,  let 
others  say.  For  ourselves,  when  we  find  that  only  n  B  z 
and  two  cursive  copies  can  be  produced  for  the  omission, 
we  are  at  a  loss  to  understand  of  what  the  Bevisionists  can 
have  been  dreaming.  Did  they  know*  that, — besides  the 
Vulgate,  the  Peschito  and  Philoxenian  Syriac,  the  -^thiopic, 
Armenian,  Georgian,  and  Slavonian  Versions,' — a  whole 
torrent  of  Fathers  are  at  hand  to  vouch  for  the  genuineness 
of  the  epithet  they  were  so  unceremoniously  excising? 
They  are  invited  to  refer  to  ps.-Tatian,^ — to  Athanasius,^ — 
to  Didymus,* — to  Cyril  of  Jer.,* — to  Basil,' — to  Greg.  Nyss.,' 
— to  Ephraem  Syr.,' — to  Epiphanius,*® — to  Chrysostom,** — 
to  Proclus,** — to  Isidorus  Pelus.,*^ — to  John  Damasc," — to 
Photius," — ^to  Nicetas :  ** — besides,  of  the  Latins,  Ambrose," 
— the  Ojpus  imp., — ^Augustine, — and  not  least  to  Jerome  " — 
eighteen  Fathers  in  all.     And  how  is  it  possible,  (we  ask,) 

*  Dr.  Malan,  Seven  Chapters  of  the  Revision,  revised,  p.  7. 
«  See  below,  note  »•.  »  See  p.  122,  note  ". 

«  i.  938,  952.    Also  p6.-Athan.  ii.  409,  excellently. 

»  TriM.  349.  •  P.  116.  "^  i.  392 ;  u.  599,  600.         •  ii.  229. 

•  See  p.  122,  note  ".  *•  i.  426, 1049  (5  times),  1052-3. 
"  vu.  76.                                        »  Galland.  ix.  636. 

^  P.  6  (t6v  v\hv  airrit :  which  is  also  the  reading  of  Syi^  and  of  .the 
Sahidic.    The  Memphitic  version  represents  roy  vl6v.) 

»*  i.  276.  ^  GaL  xiii.  662.  "  In  Cat.  "  ii.  462. 

''  '  Ex  hoc  loco  quidam  perversissime  suspicantur  et  alios  filios  habuisse 
Mariamt  dicentes  primojenitum  non  dici  nisi  qui  haheat  et /nitres '  (vii.  14). 
Ue  refers  to  his  treatise  against  Uclvidius,  ii.  210. 
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that  two  copies  of  the  IVth  century  (b  k)  and  one  of  the 
Vlth  (z) — all  three  without  a  character — backed  by  a  few 
copies  of  the  old  Latin,  should  be  supposed  to  be  any 
counterpoise  at  all  for  such  an  array  of  first-rate  con- 
temporary evidence  as  the  foregoing  ? 

Enough  has  been  offered  by  this  time  to  prove  that  an 
authoritative  Revision  of  the  Greek  Text  will  have  to  pre- 
cede any  future  Re^dsion  of  the  English  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment. Equally  certain  is  it  that  for  such  an  undertaking 
the  time  has  not  yet  come.  "  It  is  my  honest  conviction," — 
(remarks  Bp,  Ellicott,  the  Chairman  of  the  Eevisionists,) — 
"  that  for  any  authoritative  Revision,  we  are  not  yet  mature : 
either  in  Biblical  learning  or  Hellenistic  scholarship."* 
The  same  opinion  precisely  is  found  to  have  been  cherished 
by  Dr.  Westcott  till  mthin  dbout  a  year-and-a-half^  of  the 
first  assembling  of  the  New  Testament  Company  in  the 
Jerusalem  Chamber,  22nd  June,  1870.  True,  that  we  enjoy 
access  to — suppose  from  1000  to  2000 — more  manuscripts 
tlian  were  available  when  the  Textus  Recept.  was  formed.  But 
nineteen-twentieths  of  those  documents,  for  any  use  which 
has  been  made  of  them,  might  just  as  well  be  still  lying  in 
the  monastic  libraries  from  which  they  were  obtained. — True, 
that  four  out  of  our  five  oldest  uncials  have  come  to  light 
since  the  year  1628 ;  but,  wJio  hwws  how  to  use  them  ? — True, 
that  we  have  made  acquaintance  with  certain  ancient 
Versions,  about  which  little  or  nothing  was  known  200 
years  ago:  but, — (with  the  solitary  exception  of  the  Rev. 
Solomon  Caesar  Malan,  the  learned  Vicaf  of  Broad  Windsor, — 
who,  by  the  way,  is  always  ready  to  lend  a  torch  to  his 
benighted  brethren,) — what  living  Englishman  is  able  to  tell 


*  Preface  to  Pastoral  Epistles, — more  fully  quoted  facing  p.  1. 

*  The  Preface  (quoted  above  facing  p.  1,)  is  dated  3rd  Nov.  18G8. 
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US  what  they  all  contain  ?  A  smattering  acquaintance  with 
the  languages  of  ancient  i^nrpt, — the  (Jothic,  ^thiopic,  At- 
menian,  Georgian  and  Slavonian  Versions, — is  of  no  manner 
of  avail.  In  no  department,  probably,  is  *a  little  learning' 
more  sure  to  prove  '  a  dangerous  thing.' — True,  lastly,  that 
the  Fathers  have  been  better  edited  within  the  last  250 
years:  during  which  period  some  fresh  Patristic  writings^ 
have  also  come  to  light.  But,  with  the  exception  of  Theo- 
doret  among  the  Greeks  and  Tertullian  among  the  LatinSf 
which  of  the  Fathers  has  been  satisfactorily  iridexed  ? 

Even  what  precedes  is  not  nearly  all.  The  fundamental 
Principles  of  the  Science  of  Textual  Criticism  are  not  yet 
apprehended.  In  proof  of  this  assertion,  we  appeal  to  the 
new  Greek  Text  of  Urs.  Westcott  and  Hort, — which,  beyond 
all  controversy,  is  more  hopelessly  remote  from  the  inspired 
Original  than  any  wliich  has  yet  appeared.  Let  a  generation 
of  Students  give  themselves  entirely  up  to  this  neglected 
branch  of  sacred  Science.  Let  500  more  Copies  of  the 
Gospels,  Acts,  and  Epistles,  be  diligently  collated.  Let  at 
least  100  of  the  ancient  Lectionaries  be  very  exactly  collated 
also.  Let  the  most  important  of  the  ancient  Versions  be 
edited  afresh,  and  let  the  languages  in  which  these  are 
written  be  for  the  first  time  really  mastered  by  Englishmen. 
Above  all,  let  the  Fathers  be  called  tcjyon  to  give  up  tJieir 
precious  secrets.  Let  their  writings  be  ransacked  and  indexed, 
and  (where  needful)  let  the  MSS.  of  their  works  be  dili- 
gently inspected,  in  order  that  we  may  know  what  actually 
is  the  evidence  which  they  afford.  Only  so  will  it  ever  be 
possible  to  obtain  a  Greek  Text  on  which  absolute  reliance 
may  be  placed,  and  which  may  serve  as  the  basis  for  a 
satisfactory  Eevision  of  our  Authorized  Version.  Nay,  let 
whatever  unpublished  works  of  the  ancient  Greek  Fathers  are 
anywhere  known  to  exist, — (and  not  a  few  precious  remain? 
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of  theirs  are  lying  hid  in  great  national  libraries,  both  at 
home  and  abroad,) — ^let  these  be  printed^  The  men  could 
easily  be  found :  the  money,  far  more  easily. — When  all  this 
has  been  done, — not  before — then  in  (xOD's  Name,  let  the 
Church  address  herself  to  the  great  undertaking.  Do  but 
revive  the  arrangements  which  were  adopted  in  King  James's 
days :  and  we  venture  to  predict  that  less  than  a  third  part 
of  ten  years  will  be  found  abundantly  to  suffice  for  the  work. 
How  the  coming  men  will  smile  at  the  picture  Dr.  Newth^ 
has  drawn  of  what  was  the  method  of  procedure  in  the  reign 
of  Queen  Victoria!  Will  they  not  peruse  with  downright 
merriment  Bp.  Ellicott's  jaunty  proposal  '*  simply  to  proceed 
onward  with  the  work" — [to  wit,  of  constructing  a  new  Greek 
Text,] — ^''in  fact,  solvere  amhulando"  [necnon  in  laqtum/m 
cadendo]!^ 

I.  We  cannot,  it  is  presumed,  act  more  fairly  by  the 
Bevisers'  work,'  than  by  following  them  over  some  of  the 
ground  which  they  claim  to  have  made  their  own,  and 
which,    at  the    conclusion    of  their   labours,   their    Bight 


*  Lectures  on  BtblitxU  Bevision,(lS8l)  pp.  11^  aeciq.  See  above,  pp.  37-9. 

*  On  Bevinon,  pp.  30  and  49. 

*  2%e  New  Testament  of  Our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jmsus  Chmbt,  irandat^ 
cut  of  the  Greek:  being  the  Version  set  forth  a.d.  1611,  comjpared  with 
the  most  ancient  Authorities,  and  Bevised  a.d.  1B81.  Printed  for  the 
Universities  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  1881. 

The  New  Testament  in  the   Original   Greek,  aeeorfling  to  the   Text 

followed  in  the  Authorisoed  Version,  together  with  the  Variations  adopted  in 

the  Revised  Version,    Edited  for  the  Syndics  of  the  Cambridge  University 

Press,  by  P.  H.  A.  Scrivener,  M.A.,  D.C.L.,  LL.D.,  Prebendary  of  Exeter 

and  Vicar  of  Hendon.    Cambridge,  1881. 

*H  KAINH  AIAGHKH.  The  Greek  Testament,  with  the  Bondings 
adopted  by  the  Bevisers  of  the  Authorimi  Version.  [Edited  by  the  Yen. 
Archdeacon  Ptelmer,  D.D.]    Oxford,  1881. 

27i«  New  Testament  in  the  Original  Greek.  The  Text  revised  by 
Brooke  Foss  Westcott,  D.D.,  and  Fenton  John  Anthony  Hort,  D.D. 
Cambridge  and  London,  1881. 
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Reverend  Chairman  evidently  surveys  with  self-complacency. 
First,  he  invites  attention  to  the  Principle  and  Bule  for 
their  guidance  agreed  to  by  the  Committee  of  Convocation 
(25th  May,  1870),  viz.  'To  introduce  as  few  alterations 

AS  POSSIBLE    INTO   THE   TeXT   OF   THE   AUTHORIZED   VERSION, 

CONSISTENTLY  WITH  FAITHFULNESS.*  Words  could  not  be  more 
emphatic.    *  Plain  and  clear  errors  '  were  to  be  corrected. 

*  Necessary  emendations'  were  to  be  made.  But  (in  the 
words  of  the  Southern  Convocation)  *  We  do  not  contemplate 
any  new  Translation,  or  any  alteration  of  the  language, 
except  where,  in  the  judgment  of  the  most  competent 
Scholars,  such  change  is  necessary.*  The  watchword, 
therefore,  given    to    the    company  of    Eevisionists  was, — 

*  Necessity.*  Necessity  was  to  determine  whether  they  were 
to  depart  from  the  language  of  the  Authorized  Version,  or 
not ;  for  the  alterations  were  to  be  as  few  as  possible. 

(a)  Now  it  is  idle  to  deny  that  this  fundamental  Principle 
has  been  utterly  set  at  defiance.  To  such  an  extent  is 
this  the  case,  that  even  an  unlettered  Reader  is  competent  to 
judge  them.  When  we  find  *to'  substituted  for  'unto' 
(pa^m) : — '  hereby  *  for  *  by  this  *  (1  Jo.  v.  2) : — '  all  that  are/ 
for  '  all  that  be '  (Rom.  i.  7) :— '  alway '  for  '  always '  (2  Thess. 
L  3) : — '  we  tfvat'  '  them  thai,*  for  *  we  which,'  '  them  which ' 
(1  Thess.  iv.  15) ;  and  yet  *  every  spirit  which*  for  ' every 
spirit  that'  (1  Jo.  iv.  3),  and  '  he  who  is  not  of  (JoD,*  for  *he 
that  is  not  of  God  '  (ver.  6, — although  *  he  thai  knoweth  (Jod  ' 
had  preceded,  in  the  same  verse) : — *  my  host '  for  *  mine  host ' 
(Som.  xvi.  23) ;  and  '  underneath  *  for  '  under  *  (Eev.  vi.  9) : 
— it  becomes  clear  that  the  Revisers*  notion  of  necessity 
is  not  that  of  the  rest  of  mankind.  But  let  the  plain  Truth 
be  stated.  Certain  of  them,  when  remonstrated  with  by  their 
fellows  for  the  manifest  disregard  they  were  showing  to  the 
Instructions  subject  to  which  they  had  undertaken  the  work 
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of  Revision,  are  reported  to  have  even  gloried  in  their 
shame.  The  majority,  it  is  clear,  have  even  ostentatiously 
set  those  Instructions  at  defiance. 

Was  the  course  they  pursued, — (we  ask  the  question 
respectfully,) — strictly  honest  I  To  decline  the  work  entirely 
under  the  prescribed  Conditions,  was  always  in  their  power. 
But,  first  to  accept  the  Conditions,  and  straightway  to 
act  in  defiance  of  them, — this  strikes  us  as  a  method  of 
proceeding  which  it  is  diflScult  to  reconcile  with  the  high 
character  of  the  occupants  of  the  Jerusalem  Chamber.  To 
proceed  however. 

*  Nevertheless '  and  *  notwithstanding '  have  had  a  sad 
time  of  it.  One  or  other  of  them  has  been  turned  out  in 
favour  of  'hawbeit  *  (S.  Lu.  x.  11,  20),— of  '  onli/*  (Pliil.  iii.  16), 
—of '  only  tliat '  (i.  18),— of  '  yet '  (S.  Matth.  xi.  11),— of '  hut ' 

(xvii.  27), — of  '  and  yet '  (James  ii.  16) We  find '  take  heed  * 

substituted  for  '  beware '  (Col.  ii.  8) : — '  custom  *  for  *  manner' 
(S.  Jo.  xix.  40)  : — '  he  was  amazed,*  for  '  he  was  astonished  :  * 
(S.  Lu.  V.  9) :— *  Is  U  /,  Lord  ? '  for  '  Lord,  is  it  I  ? '  (S.  Matth. 
xxvi.  22): — ' straighttaay  the  cock  crew,'  for  'immediately 
the  cock  crew'  (S.  Jo.  xviiL  27)  : — *  Then  tlierefore  he  delivered 
Him,'  for  'Then  delivered  he  Him  therefore'  (xix.  16):— 
*  brought  it  to  His  mouth,'  for  *  put  it  to  His  mouth '  (ver.  29) : 
— *  He  manifested  Himself  on  this  vnsc*  for  '  on  this  wise 
shewed  He  Himself '  (xxi.  1) : — *  So  when  tliey  got  out  upon  tJie 
land,'  for  *  As  soon  then  as  they  were  come  to  land  *  (ver.  9) : 
— *the  things  concerning,'  for  'the  things  pertaining  to  the 
kingdom  of  God  '  (Acts  i.  3) : — '  as  God's  steward,'  for  '  as 
the  steward  of  God  '  (Tit.  i.  7)  :  but '  the  Mly  of  the  whale ' 
for  '  the  whale's  belly  *  (S.  Matth.  xii.  40),  and  '  device  of  mun ' 
for  '  man's  device '  in  Acts  xvii.  29. — These,  and  hundreds  of 
similar  alterations  have  been  evidently  made  out  of  th<» 
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merest  wantonness.  After  substituting  '  tlierefore  *  for  '  then ' 
(as  the  rendering  of  oiv)  a  score  of  times, — the  Revisionists 
quite  needlessly  substitute  *  then '  for  '  therefore  *  in  S.  Jo.  xix. 
42. — And  why  has  the  singularly  beautiful  greeting  of  *  the 
elder  unto  the  well-beloved  Gains/  been  exchanged  for  '  unto 
GaitLs  the  hdoved  *  ?  (3  John,  ver.  1). 

(b)  We  turn  a  few  pages,  and  find  *he  that  doeth  sin,* 
substituted  for  '  he  that  committeth  sin ;  *  and  *  To  this  end  *  put 
in  the  place  of  *  For  this  purpose '  (1  Jo.  iii.  8) : — '  have  beheld 
and  bear  ttntness,'  for  *  have  seen  and  do  testify '  (iv.  14)  : — 
*  hereby'  for  *  by  this'  (v.  2):— 'Judas*  for  'Jude'  (Jude 
ver.  1),  although  'Mark*  was  substituted  for  'Marcus'  (in 
1  Pet.  V.  13),  and  '  Timothy '  for  '  Timotheus '  (in  Phil.  i.  1) : 
— '  how  that  they  said  to  you,'  for  *  how  that  they  told  you ' 
(Jude  ver.  18). — But  why  go  on  ?  The  substitution  of  *  exceed- 
ingly *  for  '  greatly '  in  Acts  vi.  7 : — *  tJie  birds '  for  '  the  fowls,' 
in  Rev.  xix.  21: — 'Almighty*  for  'Omnipotent'  in  ver.  6: 
— '  throw  dotvn '  for  '  cast  down,'  in  S.  Luke  iv.  29  : — '  inner 
chamber  *   for   '  closet,'  in  vi.  6  : — these   are  not  '  necessary ' 

changes We  will  give  but  three  instances  more : — In 

1  S.  Pet.  V.  9,  *  whom  resist,  stedfast  in  the  faith,*  has  been 
altered  into  'whom  loithstand*  But  how  is  'withstand'  a 
better  rendering  for  avTiOTrjre,  than  'resist*?  'Resist,'  at 
all  events,  was  the  Revisionists*  word  in  S,  Matth,  v.  39 
and  S.  James  iv.  7. — Why  also  substitute  '  the  race  *  (for  '  the 
kindred ')  *  of  Joseph '  in  Acts  vii.  13,  although  y€vo<:  was 
rendered  '  kindred  *  in  iv.  6  ? — Do  the  Revisionists  think 
that  'fastening  their  eyes  on  him'  is  a  better  rendering  of 
aT€piaavT€<;  eh  airrov  (Acts  vi.  15)  than  '  looking  stedfasUy  on 
him '  ?  They  certainly  did  not  think  so  when  they  got  to 
xxiii.  1.  There,  because  they  found  'earnestly  beholding  the 
council,*  they  must  needs  alter  the  phrase  into  'looking 
stedfastly*     It  is  clear  therefore  that  Caprice,  not  Necessity, — 

K 
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an  itching  impatience  to  introduce  changes  into  the  A.V.,  not 
the  discovery  of  'plain  and  clear  errors,' — has  determined 
the  great  bulk  of  the  alterations  which  molest  us  in  every 
part  of  the  present  unlearned  and  tasteless  performance. 

II,  The  next  point  to  which  the  Eevisionists  direct  our 
attention  is  their  new  Greek  text, — '  the  necessary  foundation 
of  their  work.  And  here  we  must  renew  our  protest  against 
the  wrong  which  has  been  done  to  English  readers  by  the 
Revisionists'  disregard  of  the  IVth  Rule  laid  down  for  their 
guidance,  viz.  that,  whenever  they  adopted  a  new  Textual 
reading,  such  alteration  was  to  be  '  indicated  in  the  margin! 
This  'proved  inconvenient,'  say  the  Revisionists.  Yes,  we 
reply :  but  only  because  you  saw  fit,  in  preference,  to  choke 
up  your  margin  with  a  record  of  the  preposterous  readings 
you  did  not  admit.  Even  so,  however,  the  thing  might  to 
some  extent  have  been  done,  if  only  by  a  system  of  signs 
in  the  margin  wherever  a  change  in  the  Text  had  been  by 
yourselves  effected.  And,  at  whatever  '  inconvenience,'  you 
were  bound  to  do  this, — partly  because  the  Rule  before  you 
was  express :  but  chiefly  in  fairness  to  the  English  Reader. 
How  comes  it  to  pass  that  you  have  n^^er  furnished  him 
with  the  information  you  stood  pledged  to  furnish ;  but  have 
instead,  volunteered  in  every  page  information,  worthless 
in  itself,  which  can  only  serve  to  unsettle  the  faith  of  un- 
lettered millions,  and  to  suggest  unreasonable  as  well  as 
miserable  doubts  to  the  minds  of  all  ? 

For  no  one  may  for  an  instant  imagine  that  the  marginal 
statements  of  which  we  speak  are  a  kind  of  equivalent  for 
the  ApparatiLS  Griticus  which  is  found  in  every  principal 
edition  of  the  Greek  Testament — excepting  always  that  of 
Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort.  So  far  are  we  from  deprecating 
(with  Daniel  Whitby)  the  multiplication  of '  Various  Read- 
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ings,*  that  we  rejoice  in  them  exceedingly;  knowing  that 
they  are  the  very  foundation  of  our  confidence  and  the  secret 
of  our  strength.  For  this  reason  we  consider  Dr.  Tischen- 
dorf*s  last  (8th)  edition  to  be  furnished  with  not  nearly 
enough  of  them,  though  he  left  all  his  predecessors  (and 
himself  in  his  7th  edition)  far  behind.  Our  quarrel  with  the 
lievisionists  is  not  by  any  means  that  they  have  commemo- 
rated actual  'alternative  Readings'  in  their  margin:  but 
that,  while  they  have  given  prominence  throughout  to  patent 
Errors,  they  have  unfairly  excluded  all  mention  of, — have  not 
made  the  slightest  allu^sion  to, — hundreds  of  Readings  which 
might  in  fact  rather  to  have  stood  in  the  Text, 

The  marginal  readings,  which  our  Revisers  have  been  so 
ill-advised  as  to  put  prominently  forward,  and  to  introduce 
to  the  Reader's  notice  with  the  vague  statement  that  they  are 
sanctioned  by  *  Some  *  (or  by '  Many  *) '  ancient  authorities/ — 
are  specimens  arbitrarily  selected  out  of  an  immense  mass; 
are  magisterially  recommended  to  public  attention  and 
favour ;  seem  to  be  invested  with  the  sanction  and  authority 
of  Convocation  itself  And  this  becomes  a  very  serious 
matter  indeed.  No  hint  is  given  which  be  the  'ancient 
Authorities  *  so  referred  to : — nor  what  proportion  they  bear 
U)  the  '  ancient  Authorities '  producible  on  the  opposite  side : 
— nor  whether  they  are  the  m^st '  ancient  Authorities  *  obtain- 
able : — nor  what  amount  of  attention  their  testimony  may 
reasonably  claim.  But  in  the  meantime  a  fatal  assertion  is 
hazarded  in  the  Preface  (iii.  1.),  to  the  effect  that  in  cases 
where  *  it  would  not  be  safe  to  accept  one  Reading  to  the  absolute 
exclusion  of  others,' '  alternative  Readings  *  have  been  given  '  in 
the  margin.'  So  that  the  '  Agony  and  bloody  sweat '  of  the 
World's  Redeemer  (Lu.  xxii.  43,  44), — and  His  Prayer  for  His 
murderers  (xxiii.  34), — and  much  beside  of  transcendent 
importance  and  inestimable  value,  may,  oMording  to  our 
Revisionists,  prove  to  rest  upon  no  foundation   whatever. 

K  2 
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At  all  events,  *  it  wovM  not  he  safel  (i.e.  it  is  not  safe)  to  place 
absolute  reliance  on  them.  Alas,  how  many  a  deadly  blow 
at  Revealed  Truth  hath  been  in  this  way  aimed  with  fatal 
adroitness,  which  no  amount  of  orthodox  learning  will  ever 
be  able  hereafter  to  heal,  much  less  to  undo !     Thus, — 

(a)  From  the  first  verse  of  S.  Mark's  (Jospel  we  are 
informed  that  'Some  ancient  authorities  omit  the  Son  of 
God!  Why  are  we  not  informed  that  every  known  uncial 
Copy  except  one  of  had  character, — every  cursive  hut  two, — 
every  Version, — and  the  following  Fathers, — all  contain  the 
precious  clause:  viz.  Irenaeus, — Porphyry, — Severianus  of 
Gabala, — Cyril  Alex., — Victor  Ant., — and  others, — besides 
Ambrose  and  Augustine  among  the  Latins : — while  the  sup- 
posed adverse  testimony  of  Serapion  and  Titus,  Basil  and 
Victorinus,  Cyril  of  Jer.  and  Epiphanius,  proves  to  be  all 
a  mistake?  To  speak  plainly,  since  the  clause  is  above 
suspicion.  Why  are  we  not  rather  told  so  ? 

(h)  In  the  3rd  verse  of  the  first  chapter  of  S.  John's 
Gospel,  we  are  left  to  take  our  choice  between, — *  without 
Him  was  not  anything  made  that  hath  been  made.  In  him 
was  life ;  and  the  life,'  &c., — and  the  following  absurd  alter- 
native,— *  Without  him  was  not  anything  made.  Tfuit  which 
hath  hcen  made  was  life  in  him ;  and  the  life,'  &c.  But  we 
are  not  informed  that  this  latter  monstrous  figment  is  known 
to  have  been  the  importation  of  the  Gnostic  heretics  in  tlie 
Ilnd  century,  and  to  be  as  destitute  of  authority  as  it  is  of 
sense.     Why  is  proinineTice  given  only  to  the  lie  ? 

(c)  At  S.  John  iii.  13,  we  are  informed  that  the  last  clause 
of  that  famous  verse  ('  No  man  hath  ascended  up  to  heaven, 
but  He  that  came  down  from  heaven,  even  the  Son  of  Man — 
fuMch  is  in  heaven '),  is  not  found  in  '  many  ancient  autho* 
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rities.'  But  why,  in  the  name  of  common  fairness,  are  we  not 
also  reminded  that  this,  (as  will  be  found  more  fully  explained 
in  the  note  overleaf,)  is  a  circumstance  of  no  Textual  signi- 
ficancy  whatever  ? 

Why,  above  all,  are  we  not  assured  that  the  precious  clause 
in  question  (o  &p  ev  r^  ovpav^)  is  found  in  every  MS.  in 
the  world,  except  five  of  bad  character? — is  recognized  by 
all  the  Latin  and  all  the  Syriac  versions ;  as  well  as  by  the 
Coptic, — iEthiopic, — Georgian, — and  Armenian  ?  ^ — is  either 
quoted  or  insisted  upon  by  Origen,^ — Hippolytus,^ — ^Athana- 
sius,*  —  Didymus,*  —  Aphraates  the  Persian,*  —  Basil  the 
Great,'  —  Epiphanius,®  —  Nonnus,  —  ps.-Dionysiu8  Alex.,' — 
Eustathius ;  " — by  Chrysostom," — Theodoret," — and  Cyril," 
each  4  times ; — by  Paulus,  Bishop  of  Emesa  **  (in  a  sermon 
on  Christmas  Day,  a.d.  431); — by  Theodorus  Mops.," — 
Amphilochius," — Severus,^' — Theodorus  Heracl.,^® — Basilius 
Cil.," — Cosmas,^® — John  Damascene,  in  3  places,^^ — and  4 
other  ancient  Greek  writers  ;  ^^  —  besides  Ambrose,^^  — 
Novatian,**  —  Hilary,^  —  Lucifer,**  — Victorinus, — Jerome,*' 
—  Cassian,  —  Vigilius,**  —  Zeno,*'  —  Marius,^*  —  Maximus 
Taur.,^^ — Capreolus,^* — Augustine,  &c. : — is  acknowledged  by 
Lachmann,  Tregelles,  Tischendorf:  in  short,  is  quite  above 
8uspicio7i :  why  are  we  not  told  tha^  ?    Those  10  Versions, 


^  Malan's  Oospd  of  8,  John  translated  from  the  Eleven  oldest  Versions, 
«  Int.  ii.  72 ;  iv.  622  dis.       »  C.  Soet.  §  4.        M.  1275.      •  2Wn.  363. 

•  Ap.  Gall.  V.  67.  ^  i.  282.  •  i.  486. 

•  EjK  ad  Paul.  Jb'am.  Concil.  i.  872  e ;  889  e.       "  Ap.  Galland.  iv.  663. 
»  vii.  546;  viii.  153, 154, 277.         "  iiu  570;  iv.  226, 1049, 1153. 

»  iv.  150  (text) ;  vi.  30, 169.    Mai,  ii.  69.  "  Concilia,  iii.  1102  d. 

"  Quoted  by  Leontius  (Gall.  xii.  693).  "  In  Cat.  Cord.  96. 

"  Ibid,  p.  94.        »  Cat  in  Ps,  ii.  323  and  343.     "  Ap.  Photium,  p.  281. 
»  Montf.  ii.  286.  "  i.  288,  559, 507. 

«  P8.-Athan.  ii.  464.  Another,  625.  Another,  630.    Ps.-Epiphan.  iL  287. 
»  i.  863,  903, 1428.        «*  Gall.  iii.  296.        «  32  dis. ;  514 ;  1045  dis. 
»  Gall.  vi.  192.       ^  iv.  679.      »  Ap.  Athan.  ii.  646.    »  Gall.  v.  124. 
»  Ibid.  iii.  628,  675.  "  Ibid,  ix.  367.  "  Ibid,  ix.  49? 
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those  38  Fathers,  that  host  of  Copies  in  the  proportion  of 
995  to  5, — why,  concerning  all  these  is  there  not  so  much 
as  a  hint  let  fall  that  such  a  mass  of  counter-evidence 
exists  ?  ^  .  .  .  Shame, — yes,  shame  on  the  learning  which 
comes  abroad  only  to  perplex  the  weak,  and  to  unsettle  the 


^  Let  the  Header,  with  a  map  spread  before  him,  survey  the  whereabouts 
of  the  several  Yebsioks  above  enimierated,  and  mentally  assign  each 
Father  to  his  own  approximate  locality :  then  let  him  bear  in  mind  that 
995  out  of  1000  of  the  extant  MANU8CRn>T8  agree  with  those  Fathers  and 
Versions;  and  let  him  further  recognize  that  those  MSS.  (executed  at 
different  dates  in  different  countries)  must  severally  represent  independent 
remote  originals,  inasmuch  as  no  two  of  them  are  found  to  he  quite  alike. 
— Next,  let  him  consider  that,  in  all  the  Churches  of  the  East,  these  words 
from  the  earliest  period  were  read  as  part  of  the  Qospdfor  the  Thursday 
in  Easter  week, — ^This  done,  let  him  decide  whether  it  is  reasonable  that 
two  worshippers  of  codex  b — a.d.  1881 — should  attempt  to  thrust  all  this 
mass  of  ancient  evidence  clean  out  of  sight  by  their  peremptory  sentence 
of  exclusion, — 'Western  and  Syrian.' 

Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  inform  us  that  *  the  character  of  the  attestation 
marks '  the  clause  (6  ^v  iv  r^  ovpop^), '  as  a  Western  globs.'  But  the 
'attestation'  for  retaining  that  clause — (a)  Comes  demonstrably  from 
every  quarter  of  ancient  Christendom : — (b)  Is  more  ancient  (by  200  years) 
than  the  evidence  for  omitting  it : — (c)  Is  more  numerous,  in  the  propor- 
tion of  99  to  1 : — (d)  In  point  of  respectability,  stands  absolutely  alone. 
For  since  we  ha.\e  proved  that  Origen  and  Didymus,  Epiphanius  and  Cyril, 
Ambrose  and  Jerome,  recognize  the  words  in  dispute,  of  what  possible 
Textual  significancy  can  it  be  if  presently  (because  it  is  sufficient  for  their 
purpose)  the  same  Fathers  are  observed  to  quote  S.  John  iii.  13  no  further 
than  down  to  the  words  '  Son  of  Man '  ?  No  person,  (least  of  all  a  pro- 
fessed Critic,)  who  adds  to  his  learning  a  few  grains  of  conmion  sense  and  a 
little  candour,  can  be  misled  by  such  a  circumstance.  Origen,  Eusebius, 
Froclus,  Ephraim  Syrus,  Jerome,  Marius,  when  they  are  only  insisting 
on  the  doctrinal  significancy  of  the  earlier  words,  naturally  end  their 
quotation  at  this  place.  The  two  Gregories  (Naz.  [ii.  87, 168]  :  Nyss. 
[Ghilland.  vi.  522]),  writing  against  the  Apolinarian  heresy,  of  course 
quoted  the  verse  no  further  than  Apolinaris  himself  was  accustomed  (for 
his  heresy)  to  adduce  it.  .  .  .  About  the  internal  evidence  for  the  clause, 
nothing  has  been  said ;  but  this  is  simply  overwhelming.  We  make  our 
appeal  to  Catholic  Antiquity;  and  are  content  to  rest  our  cause  on 
External  Evidence ; — on  Copies,  on  Versions,  on  FATHERb. 
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doubting,  and  to  mislead  the  blind !  Shame, — ^yes,  shame 
on  that  two-thirds  majority  of  well-intentioned  but  most 
incompetent  men,  who, — finding  themselves  (in  an  evil  hour) 
appointed  to  correct  *' plain  and  dear  errors"  in  the  English 
'Authorized  Version,'  —  occupied  themselves  instead  with 
falsifying  the  inspired  Greek  Text  in  countless  places,  and 
branding  with  suspicion  some  of  the  most  precious  utterances 
of  the  Spirit  !     Shame, — ^yes,  shame  upon  them ! 

Why  then,  (it  will  of  course  be  asked,)  is  the  margin — 
(a)  of  S.  Mark  i.  1  and — (h)  of  S.  John  L  3,  and — (c)  of  S. 
John  iii.  13,  encumbered  after  this  discreditable  fashion  ?• 
It  is  (we  answer)  only  because  the  Text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort  is  thus  depraved  in  all  three  places.  Those  Scholars 
enjoy  the  unenviable  distinction  of  having  dared  to  expel 
from  S.  John  iii.  13  the  words  6  &v  iv  t&  ovpav^,  which 
Lachmann,  Tregelles  and  Tischendorf  were  afraid  to  touch. 
Well  may  Dean  Stanley  have  bestowed  upon  Dr.  Hort  the 
epithet  of  ''fearless" !  ...  If  report  speaks  truly,  it  is  by  the 
merest  accident  that  the  clause  in  question  still  retains  its 
place  in  the  Revised  Text, 

(d)  Only  once  more.  And  this  time  we  will  turn  to  the 
very  end  of  the  blessed  volume.    Against  Kev.  xiii.  18 — 

"  Here  is  wisdom.  He  that  hath  understanding,  let  him 
"  count  the  number  of  the  Beast ;  for  it  is  the  number  of  a 
"  Man :  and  his  number  is  six  hundred  and  sixty  and  six." 

Against  this,  we  find  noted, — '  Some  ancient  authorities 
read  six  hundred  and  sixteen,' 

But  why  is  not  the  whole  Trutii  told  ?  viz.  why  are  we  not 
informed  that  only  one  corrupt  uncial  (c) : — orUy  one  cursive 
copy  (11)  : — only  one  Father  (Tichonius)  :  and  not  one  ancient 
Version — advocates  this  reading? — which,  on  the  contrary. 
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Irenseus  (a.d.  170)  knew,  but  rejected;  remarking  that  666, 
which  is  'found  in  all  the  best  and  oldest  copies  and  is 
attested  by  men  who  saw  John  face  to  face,'  is  imquestion- 
ably  the  true  reading.*  Why  is  not  the  ordinary  Seader 
further  informed  that  the  same  number  (666)  is  expressly 
vouched  for  by  Origen,^ — by  Hippolytus,^ — by  Eusebius :  * — 
as  well  as  by  Victorinus — and  Primasius, — not  to  mention 
Andreas  and  Arethas  ?  To  come  to  the  modems,  as  a  matter 
of  fact  the  established  reading  is  accepted  by  Lachmann, 
Tischendorf,  Tregelles, — even  by  Westcott  and  Hort.  Why 
therefore — for  what  possible  reason — at  the  end  of  1700 
years  and  upwards,  is  this,  which  is  so  clearly  nothing  else 
but  an  ancient  slip  of  the  pen,  to  be  forced  upon  the  attention 
of  90  millions  of  English-speaking  people  ? 

Will  Bishop  Ellicott  and  his  friends  venture  to  tell  us  that 
it  has  been  done  because  "  it  would  not  be  safe  to  accept " 
666,  "to  the  absolute  exclusion  of  "  616?  .  .  .  "We  have 
given  alternative  Headings  in  the  margin,"  (say  they,) 
"  wherever  they  seem  to  be  of  sufficient  importance  or 
interest  to  deserve  notice."  Will  they  venture  to  claim 
either  *  interest '  or  '  importance '  for  this  f  or  pretend  that  it 
is  an  '  alternative  Beading'  at  ail  f  Has  it  been  rescued  from 
oblivion  and  paraded  before  universal  Christendom  in  order 
to  perplex,  mystify,  and  discourage  *  those  that  have  imder- 
standing,'  and  would  fain  '  count  the  nimiber  of  the  Beast,* 
if  they  were  able  ?  Or  was  the  intention  only  to  insinuate 
one  more  wretched  doubt — one  more  miserable  suspicion — 
into  minds  which  have  been  taught  (and  rightly)  to  place 
absolute  reliance  in  the  textual  accuracy  of  all  the  gravest 
utterances  of  the  Spirit  :  minds  which  are  utterly  incapable 


1  Pp.  798,  799.  iii.  414. 

•  Ant.  c.  50;  Conmin,  c.  28.  *  Hist.  JCcd.  v.  8. 
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of  dealing  with  the  subtleties  of  Textual  Criticism;  and, 
from  a  one-sided  statement  like  the  present,  will  cany  away 
none  but  entirely  mistaken  inferences,  and  the  most  un- 
reasonable distrust  ? ...  Or,  lastly,  was  it  only  because,  in 
their  opinion,  the  margin  of  every  Englishman's  N.  T.  is  the 
fittest  place  for  reviving  the  memory  of  obsolete  blunders, 
and  ventilating  forgotten  perversions  of  the  Truth  ? .  .  .  We 
really  pause  for  an  answer. 

(e)  But  serious  as  this  is,  more  serious  (if  possible)  is  the 
unfair  Suppression  systematically  practised  throughout  the 
work  before  us.  "We  have  given  alternative  Beadings  in 
the  margin," — (says  Bishop  Ellicott  on  behalf  of  his  brother- 
Revisionists,) — "  wherever  they  seem  to  be  of  sufficient  import' 
ance  or  interest  to  deserve  notice"  [iii.  1.]  From  which  state- 
ment, readers  have  a  right  to  infer  that  whenever  "  alterna- 
tive Readings  "  are  not  "  given  in  the  margin,"  it  is  because 
such  Readings  do  not  *'  seem  to  be  of  sufficient  importance  or 
interest  to  deserve  notice"  Will  the  Revisionists  venture  to 
tell  us  that, — (to  take  the  first  instance  of  imfair  Suppression 
which  presents  itself,) — our  Lord's  saying  in  S.  Mark  vi.  11 
is  not  "of  sufficient  importance  or  interest  to  deserve 
notice  "  ?  We  allude  to  the  famous  words, — "  Verily  I  say 
unto  you.  It  shall  be  more  tolerable  for  Sodom  and  Gomorrah 
in  the  day  of  judgment,  than  for  that  city : " — words  which 
are  not  only  omitted  from  the  "  New  English  Version,"  but 
are  not  suffered  to  leave  so  mu^ch  as  a  trace  of  themselves 
in  the  m/irgin.  And  yet,  the  saying  in  question  is  attested 
by  the  Peschito  and  the  Philoxenian  Syriac  Versions  :  by  the 
Old  Latin  :  by  the  Coptic,  iEthiopic  and  Gothic  Versions : — 
by  11  uncials  and  by  the  whole  bulk  of  the  cursives: — by 
IrenjBus  and  by  Victor  of  Antioch.  So  that  whether 
Antiquity,  or  Variety  of  Attestation  is  considered, — whether 
we  look  for  Numbers  or  for  Respectability, — the  genuineness 
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of  the  passage  may  be  regarded  as  certain.  Our  complaint 
however  is  not  that  the  Eevisionists  entertain  a  different 
opinion  on  this  head  from  ourselves :  but  that  they  give 
the  reader  to  understand  that  the  state  of  the  Evidence  is 
such,  that  it  is  quite  "  safe  to  accept "  the  shorter  reading, 
— "  to  the  absolute  exclusion  of  the  other."  —  So  vast  is 
the  field  before  us,  that  this  single  specimen  of  what  we 
venture  to  call  'unfair  Suppression,'  must  suffice.  (Some 
will  not  hesitate  to  bestow  upon  it  a  harsher  epithet.)  It 
is  in  truth  by  far  the  most  damaging  feature  of  the  work 
before  us,  that  its  Authors  should  have  so  largely  and  so 
seriously  falsified  the  Deposit ;  and  yet,  (in  clear  violation 
of  the  IVth  Principle  or  Rule  laid  down  for  their  guidance 
at  the  outset,)  have  suffered  no  trace  to  survive  in  the  margin 
of  the  deadly  mischief  which  they  have  effected. 

III.  From  the  Text,  the  Eevisionists  pass  on  to  the 
Translation;  and  surprise  us  by  the  avowal,  that  *the 
character  of  the  Revision  was  determined  for  us  from  the 
outset  by  the  first  Rule, — "to  introduce  as  few  alterations 
as  possible,  consistently  with  faithfulness."  Our  task  was 
Revision,  not  Retranslation.'  (This  is  naive  certainly.)  They 
proceed, — 

*•  If  the  meaning  was  fairly  expressed  by  the  word  or  phrase 
that  was  before  us  in  the  Authorized  Version,  we  made  no 
change,  even  where  rigid  adherence  to  (he  rule  of  Translating ^  as 
far  as  possible,  the  same  Greek  word  by  the  same  English  word  might 
have  prescribed  some  modification.' — [iii.  2  init."]  (The  italics 
are  our  own.) 

To  the  '  rule '  thus  introduced  to  our  notice,  we  shall  recur 
by  and  by  [pp.  152-4:  also  pp.  187-202].  We  proceed 
to  remark  on  each  of  the  five  principal  Classes  of  altera- 
tions indicated  by  the  Revisionists :  and  first, — *  Alterations 
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positively  required  by  change  of  reading  in  the  Greek  Text ' 
(Ibid.). 

(1)  Thus,  in  S.  John  xii.  7,  we  find  '  Suffer  her  to  keep  it 
against  the  day  of  my  burying ;  *  and  in  the  margin  (as  an 
alternative),  *  Let  her  alone  :  it  was  that  she  might  keep  it' — 
Instead  of  *  as  soon  as  Jesus  heard  the  word/ — we  are  invited 
to  choose  between  *  not  heeding,'  and  '  overJie/iring  the  word  * 
(S.  Mk.  V.  36) :  these  being  intended  for  renderings  of  Trap- 
atcovaa^, — an  expression  which  S.  Mark  certainly  never  em- 
ployed.— ^'On  earth,  peace  among  men  in  whom  he  is  well 
pleased'  (S.  Lu.  ii.  14):  where  the  margin  informs  us  that 
'  many  ancient  authorities  read,  good  pleasure  among  men.' 
(And  why  not  'good  willy — the  rendering  adopted  in  Phil.  i. 
15  ?)  .  .  .  Take  some  more  of  the  alterations  which  have 
resulted  from  the  adoption  of  a  corrupt  Text : — '  Why  askest 
thou  me  concerning  that  which  is  good  f  *  (Matth.  xix.  17, — an 
absurd  fabrication). — '  He  would  fain  have  been  filled  with  the 
husks,'  &C,  .  .  .  '  and  I  perish  here  with  hunger  \ '  {xopTa^a- 
Oijpai,  borrowed  from  Lu.  xvi  21 :  and  eyijJ^^coBe,  a  trans- 
parent error :  S.  Luke  xv.  16,  17). — '  When  it  shall  fail,  they 
may  receive  you  into  the  eternal  tabernacles'  (xvi.  9). — 
— Elizabeth  '  lifted  up  her  voice  vnth  a  loud  cry '  {Kpavyrj — 
the  private  property  of  three  bad  MSS.  and  Origen :  Lu.  i. 
42). — *  And  they  stood  still  looking  sad '  (xxiv.  17, — a  foolish 
transcriptional  blunder). — *  The  multitude  went  up  and  began 
to  ask  him,'  &c.  (ava^d^  for  ava^oriaa^,  Mk.  xv.  8). — '  But  is 
guilty  of  an  eternal  sin '  (iii.  29). — '  And  the  officers  received 
Him  with  blows  of  their  hands,' — marg.  *  or  strokes  of  rods : ' 
€AABON  for  €BAAON  (xiv.  65).—'  Else,  that  which  should  fill 
it  up  taketh  from  it,  the  new  from  the  o/d '  (ii  21)  :  and  '  No 
man  rendeth  a  piece  from  a  n£w  garment  and  putteth  it  upon 
an  old  garment ;  else  he  ivill  rend  the  new,'  &c.  (Lu.  v.  36). — 
'  Wliat  is  this  ?  a  new  teaching  ! '  (Mk.  i.  27). — '  Jesus  saith 
unto  him,  If  thou  canst ! '  (Mk.  ix.  23). — '  Because  of  your  little 
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faith '  (Matth.  xvii.  20). — *  We  mtbst  work  the  works  of  Him 
that  sent  Me,  while  it  is  day '  (Jo.  ix.  4). — '  The  man  thai  is 
called  Jesus  made  clay  '  (ver.  11). — '  If  ye  shall  ask  Me  any- 
thing  in  My  name  *  (xiv.  14). — '  The  Father  abiding  in  Me 
doeth  His  worJcs  *  (xiv.  10). — *  If  ye  shall  ask  anything  of  the 
Father,  He  will  give  it  you  in  My  nam^  *  (xvi.  23). — '  I  glorified 
Thee  on  the  earth,  having  accomplished  th^i  work  which  Thou 
hast  given  Me  to  do '  (xvii.  4). — '  Holy  Father,  keep  them  in 
Thy  Name  which  Thou  hast  given  Me  ...  I  kept  them  in 
Thy  Name  which  Thou  hast  given  me'  (ver.  11,  12). — '  She 
.  .  .  saith  unto  Him  in  Hebrew,  Eabboni '  (xx.  16). — *  These 
things  said  Isaiah,  because  he  saw  his  glory '  (xii.  41, — OTI  for 
OT€,  a  common  itacism). — '  In  tables  that  are  heurts  of  flesh  * 
(eV  TrXaf  t  Kaphiai^  aapKivav;,  a  *  perfectly  absurd  reading,'  as 
Scrivener  remarks,  p.  442 :  2  Cor.  iii.  3). — 'Now  if  we  put  the 
horses'  bridles  [and  pray,  why  not  *  the  horses'  hits '  ?]  into 
their  mouths'  (€IA€,  an  ordinary  itacism  for  IA€,  James  iii.  3). 
— '  Unto  the  sick  were  carried  away  from  his  body  handker- 
chiefs,' &c.  (Acts  xix.  12). — *Ye  know  all  things  once  for  all' 
(Jude  ver.  5). — *  We  love  because  he  first  loved  us '  (1  Jo.  iv.  19). 
— 'I  have  found  no  work  of  thine  fulfilled  before  my  God  '  (Eev. 
iii.  2). — '  Seven  Angels  arrayed  with  [preciovs]  stone'  (xv.  6), 
instead  of  *  clothed  in  linen,'  \idov  for  \lpov.  (Fancy  the 
Angels  *  clothed  in  stone ' !  *  Precious '  is  an  interpolation  of 
the  Revisers). — *  Dwelling  in  the  things  which  he  hath  seen  : ' 
for  which  the  margin  ofiFers  as  an  alternative,  '  taking  his  stand 
upon'  (Colossians  ii.  18).  But  ififiarevcDV  (the  word  here 
employed)  clearly  means  neither  the  one  nor  the  other. 
S.  Paul  is  delivering  a  warning  against  unduly  *  prying  into 
the  things  not  seen.'  ^  A  few  MSS.  of  bad  character  omit  the 
*  not'    That  is  all !  .  .  .  These  then  are  a  handful  of  the  less 


'  'EfijSaTfuirttt  — ^Emfirivai  ra  tvdov  ((€p(vvrj(rai  fj  crKOTr^aai.      Phavuri- 
uu»,  quuted  by  Briider. 
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conspicuous  instances  of  a  change  in  the  English  '  positively 
required  by  a  change  of  reading  in  the  Greek  Text : '  every 
one  of  them  being  either  a  pitiful  blunder  or  else  a  gross 
fabrication. — Take  only  two  more :  '  I  neither  know,  nor 
understand :  th/m,  what  sayest  thou  i '  (Mk.  xiv.  68  margin) : — 

*  And  whither  I  go,  ye  know  the  way  *  (Jo.  xiv.  4).  .  .  .  The 
A.  V.  is  better  in  every  instance. 

(2)  and  (3)    Next,  alterations  made   because  the  A.  V. 

*  appeared  to  be  incorrect'  or  else  'obscure.'  They  must 
needs  be  such  as  the  following  ; — *  He  that  is  bathed  needeth 
not  save  to  wash  his  feet '  (S.  John  xiii.  10). — '  Lord,  if  he  is 
fallen  asleep  he  will  recover  *  {acodrjaerai,  xi.  12). — '  Go  ye 
therefore  into  the  partings  of  the  highways  *  (Matth.  xxii.  9). — 

*  Being  grieved  at  the  hardening  of  their  heart '  (Mk.  iii.  5). — 
'  Light  a  lamp  and  put  it  on  the  stand  *  (Matt.  v.  15). — *  Sitting 
at  the  place  of  toll '  (ix.  9). — '  The  supplication  of  a  righteous 
man  Availeth  much  in  its  working'  (James  v.  16). — 'Awake 
up  righteously '  (1  Cor.  xv.  34). — '  Guarded  through  faith  unto 
a  salvation '  (1  Pet.  i.  5). — '  Wandering  in  ,  ,  ,  the  holes  of 
the  earth '  (Heb.  xi.  38 — very  queer  places  certainly  to  be 
'wandering'  in). — 'She  that  is  in  Babylon,  elect  together 
with  you,  saluteth  you'  (1  Pet.  v.  13).- -'Therefore  do  tJiese 
powers  work  in  Him '  (Matth.  xiv.  2). — '  In  danger  of  the 
hell  of  fire '  (v.  22). — '  Put  out  into  the  deep '  (Luke  v.  4). — 
'  The  tomb  that  Abraham  bought  for  a  price  in  silver '  (Acts 
vii.  16). 

With  reference  to  every  one  of  these  places,  (and  they  are 
but  samples  of  what  is  to  be  met  with  in  every  page,)  we  ven- 
ture to  assert  that  they  are  either  less  intelligible,  or  else  more 
inaccurate,  than  the  expressions  which  they  are  severally  in- 
tended to  supersede ;  while,  in  some  instances,  they  are  both. 
Will  any  one  seriously  contend  that  'tJie  hire  ofwrong-daiv^* 
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is  better  than  'the  wages  of  unrighteousness^  (2  Pet.  ii.  15)  ? 
or,  will  he  venture  to  deny  that,  '  Come  and  dine, — '  so  when 
they  had  dined,' — is  a  hundred  times  better  than  '  Come  and 
break  your  fast* — *  so  when  they  had  broken  their  fast  *  (Jo. 
xxi.  12, 15)  ? — expressions  which  are  only  introduced  because 
the  Revisionists  were  ashamed  (as  well  they  might  be)  to 
write  '  breakfast '  and  '  breakfasted.'  The  seven  had  not  been 
*  fasting,'  Then,  why  introduce  so  incongruous  a  notion  here, 
— any  more  than  into  S.  Luke  xi.  37,  38,  and  xiv.  12  ? 

Has  the  reader  any  appetite  for  more  specimens  of  'in- 
correctness '  remedied  and  *  obscurity '  removed  f  Rather,  as 
it  seems,  have  both  been  largely  imported  into  a  Translation 
which  was  singularly  intelligible  before.  Why  darken  Rom. 
vii.  1  and  xi.  2  by  introducing  the  inteiTogative  particle, 
and  then,  by  mistranslating  it  'Or' ? — Also,  why  translate 
ryei/09  '  race '  ?  ('  a  man  of  Cyprus  by  race,'  '  a  man  of  Pontus 
by  race,'  '  an  Alexandrian  by  race^  Acts  iv.  36 :  xviii.  2,  24). 
— '  If  there  is  a  natural  body,  there  is  also  a  spiritual  body,* 
say  the  Revisionists  :  '  0  death,  where  is  thy  victory  ?  0  death 
where  is  thy  sting  ? '  (Could  they  not  let  even  1  Cor.  xv.  44 
and  55  alone  ?) — ^Why  alter '  For  the  bread  of  God  is  jffe,'  into 
*For  the  bread  of  God  is  tliat  which  cometh  down  from 
Heaven  '  ?  (Jo.  vi.  33). — '  As  long  as  I  am  in  the  world,*  was 
surely  better  than  '  When  I  am  in  the  world,  I  am  the  light 
of  the  world  *  (ix.  5). — Is  '  He  went  forth  out  of  their  hand ' 
supposed  to  be  an  improvement  upon  *  He  escaped  out  of  their 
hand  *  ?  (x.  39)  :  and  is  *  They  loved  tJie  glory  of  men  more 
than  the  glory  of  God  *  an  improvement  upon  '  the  praise '  ? 
(xii.  43). — '  Judas  saith  unto  Him,  Lord,  what  is  com^  to  pass 
that  Thou  wilt  manifest  Thyself  to  us '  ?  Is  that  supposed  to 
be  an  improvement  upon  xiv.  22  ? — How  is  '  If  then '  an 
improvement  on  '  Forasmuch  then  *  in  Acts  xi.  17  ? — or  how 
is  this  endurable  in  Rom.  vii.  15, — *  For  that  which  I  do,  I 
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hnow  not :  for  not  what  I  loovld,  that  do  I  practise :  * — or  this, 
in  xvi.  25,  *  The  mystery  which  hath  been  kept  in  silence 
through  times  eternal,  but  now  is  manifested/  &c. — 'Thou 
therefore,  my  child' — addressing  the  Bishop  of  Ephesus 
(2  Tim.  ii.  1):  and  'Titus,  my  true  child,' — addressing  the 
Bishop  of  Crete  (Tit.  i.  4). 

Are  the  following  deemed  improvements  ?  '  Every  one 
that  doeth  sin  doeth  also  lawlessness :  and  sin  is  lawlessness ' 
(1  Jo.  iii.  4) :  'I  will  move  thy  candlestick  out  of  its  place ' 
(Rev.  ii.  5)  : — '  a  glassy  sea '  (iv.  6)  : — '  a  great  voice '  (v.  12) : 
— '  Verily,  not  of  Angels  doth  He  take  hold,  but  He  taketh  hold 
of  the  seed  of  Abraham : '— r'  He  took  hold  o/the  blind  man  by 
the  hand : ' — '  They  took  hold  of  him  and  brought  him  unto  the 
Areopagus '  (Heb.  ii.  16  :  S.  Mk.  viii.  23  :  Acts  xvii.  19)  : — 
'  wherefore  God  is  not  ashamed  of  them,  to  be  called  their 
God'  (Acts  xi.  16): — 'Counted  it  not  a  prize  to  be  on  an 
equality  with  God  '  (Phil.  ii.  6). — ^Why  are  we  to  substitute 
'  court  *  for  '  palace  '  in  Matth.  xxvi.  3  and  Lu.  xi.  21  ?  (Con- 
sider Matth.  xii.  29  and  Mk.  iii.  27). — 'Women  received 
their  dead  by  a  resurrection  '  (Heb.  xi.  35)  : — '  If  ye  forgive 
not  every  one  his  hrotlier  from  tlwir  hearts  *  (Matth.  xviii.  35) : 
— '  If  because  of  nuat  thy  brother  is  grieved,  thou  walkest  no 
longer  in  love'  (Rom.  xiv.  15): — 'which  GoD,  who  cannot 
lie,  promised  before  times  eternal;  but  in  his  own  seasons 
manifested  his  word  in  the  message  *  (Tit.  i.  2,  3)  : — '  Your 
pleasures  [and  why  not '  lusts '  ?]  that  war  in  your  members ' 
(James  iv.  1)  : — 'Behold  how  much  wood  is  kindled  by  how 
small  a  fire!*  (iii.  5). — Are  these  really  supposed  to  be  less 
'  obscure '  than  the  passages  they  are  intended  to  supersede  ? 

(a)  Not  a  few  of  the  mistaken  renderings  of  the  Revision- 
ists can  only  be  established  by  an  amount  of  illustration  which 
is  at  once  inconvenient  to  the  Reviewer  and  unwelcome  pro- 


144  S.  LUKE  11.  38  AND  X.  40:   ALSO  [Art. 

bably  to  the  general  Reader.  Thus,  we  take  leave  to  point  out 
that, — *  And  coming  up  at  that  very  hour '  (in  Lu.  ii.  38), — 
as  well  as  '  she  came  up  to  Him '  (in  Lu.  x.  40),  are  inexact 
renderings  of  the  original.  The  verb  i<l>urrdvat,  which 
etymologically  signifies  "  to  stand  upon,"  or  "  over,"  or  "  by," — 
(but  which  retains  its  literal  signification  on  only  four  out  of 
the  eighteen  occasions  ^  when  the  word  occurs  in  the  Gospels 
and  Acts,) — ^is  found  almost  invariably  to  denote  the  "  coming 
stiddenly  upon  "  a  person.  Hence,  it  is  observed  to  be  used 
five  times  to  denote  the  sudden  appearance  of  friendly 
visitants  from  the  unseen  world:*  and  seven  times,  the 
sudden  hostile  approach  of  what  is  formidable.^  On  the 
two  remaining  occasions,  which  are  those  before  us, — 
(namely,  the  sudden  coming  of  Anna  into  the  Temple  *  and 
of  Martha  into  the  presence  of  our  Lord,*) — "coming  s^id- 
denly  in**  would  probably  represent  S.  Luke's  hrixrrSura 
exactly.  And  yet,  one  would  hesitate  to  import  the  word 
"  suddenly  "  into  the  narrative.  So  that  "  coming  in  "  would 
after  all  have  to  stand  in  the  text,  although  the  attentive 
student  of  Scripture  would  enjoy  the  knowledge  that  some- 
thing more  is  implied.  In  other  words, — the  Revisionists 
would  have  done  better  if  they  had  left  both  places  alone.  .  . 
These  are  many  words ;  yet  is  it  impossible  to  explain 
such  matters  at  once  satisfactorily  and  briefly. 

(J)  But  more  painful  by  far  it  is  to  discover  that  a 
morbid    striving  after  etymological  accuracy, — added  to  a 


*  Viz.  S.  Luke  iv.  39 :  Acts  x.  17 :  xi.  11 :  xxii.  20. 

.  *  S.  Luke  ii.  9  (where  *  came  upon '  is  better  than  *  stood  hy  them,'  and 
should  have  been  left):  xxiv.  4:   Acts  xii.  7:  xxii.  13:  xxiii.  11. 

'  JS.  Luke  XX.  1:  xxi.  34  (last  Day):  Acts  iv.  1:  vi.  12:  xvii.  5 
("assault"):  xxiii.  27:  xxviii.  2  (a  rain-storm, — which,  by  the  way, 
HUggests  for  rhv  €(f)((rrStTa  a  different  rendering  from  *  the  present  *). 

*  S.  Luke  ii.  38.  "  S.  Luke  x.  40. 
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calamitous  preference  for  a  depraved  Text, — ^has  proved  the 
ruin  of  one  of  the  most  affecting  scenes  in  S.  John's  Gospel. 
*  Simon  Peter  beckoneth  to  him,  and  saith  unto  him,  Tell  us 
who  it  is  of  whom  He  speaJcethy  [a  fabulous  statement  evi- 
dently; for  Peter  beckoned,  because  he  might  not  speak]. 
'  He  leaning  hack,  as  he  was^ — [a  very  bad  rendering  of  o\nfo<i^ 
by  the  way ;  and  sure  to  recal  inopportunely  the  rendering 
of  <09  i^i'  in  S.  Mark  iv.  36,  instead  of  suggesting  (as  it 
obviously  ought)  the  original  of  S.  John  iv.  6 :] — '  on  Jesus' 
breast,  saith  unto  Him,  Lord  who  is  it  ? '  (S.  John  xiii.  24-5). 
Now,  S.  John's  word  concerning  himself  in  this  place  is 
certainly  hnm-eaoiv.  He  ^just  sank,' — let  his  head  *falV — on 
his  Master's  breast,  and  whispered  his  question.  For  this,  a 
few  corrupt  copies  substitute  avairea-dv.  But  dpairea-dp  never 
means  '  leaning  ba^ck,*  It  is  descriptive  of  the  posture  of  one 
reclining  ai  a  meal  (S.  Jo.  xiii.  12).  Accordingly,  it  is  10  times 
rendered  by  the  Eevisionists  to  *  sit  down*  Why,  in  this 
place,  and  in  chapter  xxi.  20,  a  new  meaning  is  thrust  upon 
the  word,  it  is  for  the  Revisionists  to  explain.  But  they 
must  explain  the  matter  a  vast  deal  better  than  Bp.  Lightfoot 
has  done  in  his  interesting  little  work  on  Eevision  (pp.  72-3), 
or  they  will  fail  to  persuade  any, — except  one  another. 

(c)  Thus  it  happens  that  we  never  spend  half-an-hour 
over  the  unfortunate  production  before  us  without  exclaiming 
(with  one  in  the  Gospel),  *  The  old  is  better,'  Changes  of  any 
sort  are  unwelcome  in  such  a  book  as  the  Bible;  but  the 
discovery  that  changes  have  been  made  for  the  worse,  offerfds 
greatly.  To  take  instances  at  random : — *  0  TrXcwrro?  ^Xo9 
(in  Matth.  xxi.  8)  is  rightly  rendered  in  our  A.V.  '  a  very  greaJt 
multitude.'  *    Why  then  has  it  been  altered  by  the  R.  V.  into 


*  Cf.  ch.  xi.  20.    So  in  Latin,  Ilia  plurima  Bacrificia,    (Cic.  Dt  Fin.  2. 
20.  63.) 

L 
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*  the  most  part  of  the  multitude '  ? — *  0  iroXv^;  0^X09  (Mk.  xii. 
37),  in  like  manner,  is  rightly  rendered  *  the  common  people,' 
and  ought  not  to  have  been  glossed  in  the  margin  '  the  great 
multitude' — In  the  E.  V.  of  Acts  x.  15,  we  find  '  Make  thou 
not  common,'  introduced  as  an  improvement  on,  '  That  call 
not  thou  common/     But '  the  old  is  better : '  for,  besides  its 
idiomatic  and  helpful  '  That,' — the  old  alone  states  the  case 
truly.    Peter  did  not  * m/ike'  he  only  'called,'  something 
'  common/ — '  All  the  Tnale  children,'  as  a  translation  of  'rrdvra^ 
T0V9  7raZSa9  (in  Matth.  ii.  16)  is  an  unauthorized  statement. 
There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the  female  infants  of 
Bethlehem  were  spared  in  the  general  massacre:   and  the 
Greek  certainly  conveys  no  such  information. — 'When  he 
came  into  the  house,  Jesus  spake  first  to  him ' — is  really  an 
incorrect  rendering  of  Matth.  xvii.  25 :  at  least,  it  imports 
into  the  narrative  a  notion  which  is  not  found  in  the  Greek, 
and  does  not  exhibit  faithfully  what  the  Evangelist  actually 
says.       'Anticipated^   in   modem  English, — 'prevented,'   in 
ancient  phraseology, — '  was  beforehand  with  him '  in  language 
neither  new  nor   old, — conveys  the  sense  of  the  original 
exactly. — In  S.  Lu.  vi.  35,  *  Love  your  enemies,  .  .  .  and  lend, 
never  despairing,'  is  simply  a  mistaken  translation  of  aireKiri- 
fyvT&;,  as  the  context  suflBciently  proves.     The  old  rendering 
is  the  true  one.*    And  so,  learnedly,  the  Vulgate, — nihil  inde 
sperantes,     (Consider  the  use  of  diroffKiireiv  [Heb.  xi.  26]  : 
d<f>opap  [Phil.  ii.  23  :  Heb.  xii.  2]  :  abutor,  as  used  by  Jerome 
for  utor,  &c.) — '  Go  with  them  making  no  distinction'  is  not  the 
meaning  of  Acts  xi  12 :  which,  however,  was  correctly  trans- 
lated before,  viz.  *  nothing  doubting.' — The  miscliievous  change 
('save*  in  place  of  'but')  in  Gal.  ii.  16  has  been  ably  and 
faithfully  exposed  by  Bp.  Ollivant.     In   the  words  of  the 


*  "  Tho  context "  (says  learned  Dr.  Field)  "  is  too  strong  for  philological 
quibbles."  The  words  "  can  by  no  possibility  bear  any  other  meaning/* — 
Otium  Norvicensef  p.  40. 
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learned  and  pious  Bp.  of  Lincoln,  *  it  is  illogical  and  erroneous, 
and  contradicts  the  whole  drift  of  S.  PauCs  Argument  in  that 
Epistle,  and  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Eomans/ 

{d)  We  should  be  dealing  insincerely  with  our  Beaders  were 
we  to  conceal  our  grave  dissatisfaction  at  not  a  few  of  the 
novel  expressions  which  the  Revisionists  have  sought  to 
introduce  into  the  English  New  Testament.  That  the 
malefactors  between  whom  *  the  Lord  of  glory  *  was  crucified 
were  not  ordinary  *  thieves'  is  obvious;  yet  would  it  have 
been  wiser,  we  think,  to  leave  the  old  designation  undis- 
turbed. We  shall  never  learn  to  call  them  *  robbers' — *  The 
king  sent  forth  a  soldier  of  his  guard^  is  a  gloss — not  a 
translation  of  S.  Mark  vi.  27.  *  An  executioner '  surely  is  far 
preferable  as  the  equivalent  for  (nreKovKdrtap  I  * — '  Assassins ' 
(as  the  rendering  of  at^xapioi)  is  an  objectionable  substitute 
for  *  murderers.'  A  word  which  "  belongs  probably  to  a 
romantic  chapter  in  the  history  of  the  Crusades "»  has 
no  business  in  the  N.  T. — ^And  what  did  these  learned  men 
suppose  they  should  gain  by  substituting  '  ths  tmn  brothers  * 
for  'Castor  and  Pollux'  in  Acts  xxviii.  11?  The  Greek 
(^loa-Kovpoi)  is  neither  the  one  nor  the  other. — In  the  same 
spirit,  instead  of,  'they  that  received  tribute-money^  (in 
S.  Matth.  xvii.  24),  we  are  now  presented  with  'they  that 
received  the  half-shekel :'  and  in  verse  27, — instead  of 
'when  thou  hast  opened  his  mouth,  thou  shalt  find  a 
piece  of  money*  we  are  favoured  with  ' thou  shalt  find'  a 
shekel!  But  xohy  the  change  has  been  made,  we  fail  to  see. 
The  margin  is  still  obliged  to  explain  that  not  one  of  these 
four  words  is  found  in  the  original :  the  Greek  in  the  former 
place  being   ra  8iSpa)(jia, — in  the  latter,  trraTqp, — 'Flute- 

'  2rparta>n7ff  ti  irpbi  t6  <f)ov€V€tv  TiraKTai, — Theophylact,  i.  201 C 
Boys  quotes  Seneca  De  Ira: — Tunc  centurio  supplicio  prmponius  con* 
dtre  gladium  speculatorem  jussit,  '  Trench,  Study  of  Wdrdsy  p.  106. 

L  2 
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playeTs'  (for  'minstrels')  in  S.  Matthew  ix.  23,  is  a  mis- 
take. An  aiikrr^  played  the  pipe  {aiiKo^y  1  Cor.  xiv.  7), — 
hence  '  pipers '  in  Eev.  xviii.  22 ;  (where  by  the  way  fiovaiKoi 
['  musicians ']  is  perversely  and  less  accurately  rendered  *  min- 
strels *). — Once  more.  '  Undressed  cloth '  (Mk.  ii.  21),  because 
it  is  an  expression  popularly  understood  only  in  certain 
districts  of  England,  and  a  vox  artis,  ought  not  to  have  been 
introduced  into  the  Gospels.  *  New '  is  preferable. — ''  Wine- 
skins* (Mtt.  ix.  17:  Mk.  ii.  22:  Lu.  v.  37)  is  a  term  unin- 
telligible to  the  generality ;  as  the  Revisionists  confess,  for 
they  explain  it  by  a  note, — '  That  is,  skins  "used  as  bottles.* 
What  else  is  this  but  substituting  a  new  difficulty  for  an  old 
one  ? — '  Silver, '  now  for  the  first  time  thrust  into  Acts  viii. 
20,  is  unreasonable.  Like  'argent,'  in  French,  afyyvpiop  as 
much  means  'money,'  here  as  in  S.  Matthew  xxv.  18,  27, 
&c. — In  S.  James  ii.  19,  we  should  like  to  know  what  is 
gained  by  the  introduction  of  the  '  shtuldering '  devils. — To 
take  an  example  from  a  different  class  of  words, — Who 
will  say  that  *  Thou  mindest  not  the  things  of  God  '  is  a  bet- 
ter rendering  of  ou  if>pop€U,  than  the  old  '  Thou  savourest  not,' 
— which  at  least  had  no  ambiguity  about  it  ? ...  A  friend 
points  out  that  Dr.  Field  (a  '  master  in  Israel ')  has  examined 
104  of  the  changes  made  in  the  Revised  Version ;  and  finds 
8  questionable:  13  unnecessary:  19  faulty  (i.e.  cases  in 
which  the  A.  V.  required  amendment,  but  which  the  R  V. 
has  not  succeeded  in  amending) :  64  ehanges/or  the  worse}  .  .  . 
This  is  surely  a  terrible  indictment  for  such  an  one  as  Dr. 
Field  to  bring  against  the  Revisers, — who  were  directed  only 

to  correct  '  PLAIN  AND  CLEAR  ERRORS.' 

(e)  We  reaUy  fail  to  understand  how  it  has  come  to 
pass  that,  notwithstanding  the  amount  of  scholarship  which 


*  Otium  Norvieente,  pan  tertia,  1881,  pp.  155. 
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sometimes  sat  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber,  so  many  novelties 
are  found  in  the  present  Eevision  which  betoken  a  want 
of  familiarity  with  the  refinements  of  the  Greek  language 
on  the  one  hand ;  and  (what  is  even  more  inexcusable)  only 
a  slender  acquaintance  with  the  resources  and  proprieties 
of  English  speech,  on  the  other.  A  fair  average  instance 
of  this  occurs  in  Acts  xxi.  37,  where  (instead  of  '  Carist 
thou  speak  Greek  ? ')  'EWiyi/wrrl  yivdxrKei^ ;  is  rendered  '  Dost 
thou  know  Greek  ? '  That  yipwa-xeip  means  *  to  know  '  (and 
not  'to  speak')  is  undeniable:  and  yet,  in  the  account  of 
all,  except  the  driest  and  stupidest  of  pedagogues,  'EWrfvurrt 
yipfoa-Kei^ ;  must  be  translated  '  Canst  thou  speak  Greek  ? ' 
For  (as  every  schoolboy  is  aware)  'EWrfpurri  is  an  adverb, 
and  signifies  'in  Greek  fashion : '  so  that  something  has  to  be 
supplied :  and  the  full  expression,  if  it  must  needs  be  given, 
would  be, '  Dost  thou  know  [how  to  talk]  in  Greek  ? '  But 
then,  this  condensation  of  phrase  proves  to  be  the  established 
idiom  of  the  language :  ^  so  that  the  rejection  of  the  learned 
rendering  of  Tyndale,  Craumer,  the  Geneva,  the  Rheims, 
and  the  Translators  of  1611  ('  Canst  thou  speak  Greek  ?') — 
the  rejection  of  this,  at  the  end  of  270  years,  in  favour  of 
*  Dost  thou  know  Greek  ? '  really  betrays  ignorance.  It  is  worse 
than  bad  Taste.     It  is  a  stupid  and  deliberate  blunder, 

(J)  The  substitution  of  '  they  weighed  unto  him  *  (in  place 
of  '  they  covenanted  with  him  for ')  *  thirty  pieces  of  silver ' 
(S.  Matth.  XX vi.  15)  is  another  of  those  plausible  mistakes, 
into  which  a  little  learning  (proverbially  '  a  dangerous  thing ') 
is  for  ever  conducting  its  unfortunate  possessor;  but  from 
which  it  was  to  have  been   expected  that   the   undoubted 


*  Compare  Xenophon  (Cyrop,  vii.  6.  8),  roifs  Svptorl  iirnrraiUvov^.  The 
plena  locutio  is  found  in  Nehem.  xiii.  24, — ol  viol  avrw  rjfuav  \dXniims 
'AfwTicnrt,  Koi  ovk  daiv  (myivioa'KovTfs  XoXctv  'lovdaVart  (quoted  by 
Wetsitein). 
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attainments  of  some  who  Ifrequented  the  Jerusalem  Chamber 
would  have  effectually  preserved  the  Eevisionists.  That 
iarqaav  is  intended  to  recal  Zeeh.  xi.  12,  is  obvious;  as 
well  as  that  there  it  refers  to  the  ancient  practice  of  weigh- 
ing  uncoined  money.  It  does  not,  however,  by  any  means 
follow,  that  it  was  customary  to  weigh  shekels  in  the  days 
of  the  Gospel.  Coined  money,  in  fact,  was  never  weighed, 
but  always  counted ;  and  these  were  shekels,  i.e.  didrachvis 
(Matth.  xvii.  24).  Tlie  truth  (it  lies  on  the  surface)  is,  that 
there  exists  a  happy  ambiguity  about  the  word  €<rrq<Tav, 
of  which  the  Evangelist  has  not  been  slow  to  avail  himself. 
In  the  particular  case  before  us,  it  is  expressly  recorded  that 
in  the  first  instance  money  did  not  pass, — only  a  bargain  was 
made,  and  a  certain  sum  promised.  S.  Mark's  record  is  that 
the  chief  priests  were  glad  at  the  proposal  of  Judas,  '  aiul 
promised  to  give  him  money'  (xiv.  11) :  S.  Luke's,  that '  theij 
covenanted '  to  do  so  (xxii.  5,  6).  And  with  this,  the  state- 
ment of  the  first  Evangelist  is  found  to  be  in  strictest 
agreement.  The  chief  Priests  'set'  or  'appointed'^  him 
a  certain  sum.  The  perfectly  accurate  rendering  of  S.  Matth. 
XX vi.  15,  therefore,  exhibited  by  our  Authorized  Version,  has 
been  set  aside  to  make  way  for  a  misrepresentation  of  tJie 
Evangelisfs  imaning.  '  In  the  judgment  of  the  most  com- 
petent scholars,'  was  *  such  change  necessary  '  ? 

ig)  We  respectfully  think  that  it  would  have  been  more 
becoming  in  such  a  company  as  that  which  assembled  in  the 
Jerusalem  Chamber,  as  well  as  more  consistent  with  their 
Instructions,  if  in  d&uhtfvl  cases  they  had  abstained  from 
touching  the  Authorized  Version,  but  had  recorded  their  own 
conjectural  emendations  in  the  margin.    How  rash  and  in- 

^  Cf.  Acts  i.  23 ;  xvii.  31.  The  Latin  is  *  statuerunt '  or  *  constituerunC 
The  Revigionists  give  *  appointed  *  in  the  second  of  these  places,  and  *  put 
forward  *  in  the  first.     In  both, — What  becomes  of  their  uniformity  ? 
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felicitous,  for  example,  is  the  following  rendering  of  the 
famous  words  in  Acts  xxvi.  28,  29,  which  we  find  thrust 
upon  us  without  apology  or  explanation ;  without,  in  fact, 
any  marginal  note  at  all : — '  And  Agrippa  said  unto  Paul, 
With  hit  little  persuasion  thou  wouldest  fain  iijiake  me  a 
Christian.  And  Paul  said,  I  would  to  God,  that  whether 
vnth  little  or  with  much'  &c.  Now  this  is  indefensible.  For, 
in  the  first  place,  to  get  any  such  meaning  out  of  the  words, 
our  Eevisionists  have  been  obliged  to  substitute  the  fabri- 
cated 7roi7](rai  (the  peculiar  property  of  K  A  B  and  a  few 
cursives)  for  yei/iaOai  in  ver.  28.  Moreover,  even  so,  the 
words  do  not  yield  the  required  sense.  We  venture  to  point 
out,  that  this  is  precisely  one  of  the  occasions  where  the 
opinion  of  a  first-rate  Greek  Father  is  of  paramount  import- 
ance. The  modems  confess  themselves  unable  to  discover 
a  single  instance  of  the  phrase  iv  oKlyay  in  the  sense  of  '  within 
a  little*  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (a.d.  350)  and  Chrysostom 
(a.d.  400),  on  the  contrary,  evidently  considered  that  here 
the  expression  can  mean  nothing  else ;  and  they  were  com- 
petent judges,  seeing  that  Greek  was  their  native  language : 
far  better  judges  (be  it  remarked  in  passing)  on  a  point  of 
this  kind  than  the  whole  body  of  Revisionists  put  together. 
'  Such  an  amount  of  victorious  grace  and  wisdom  did  Paul 
derive  from  the  Holy  Spirit  '  (says  Cyril),  '  that  even  King 
Agrippa  at  last  exclaimed,'  ^  &c.  From  which  it  is  evident 
that  Cyril  regarded  Agrippa's  words  as  an  avowal  that  he 
was  well-nigh  overcome  by  the  Apostle's  argument.  And -so 
Chrysostom,*  who  says  plainly  that  eV  oklrft^  means  '  within 
a  little,'^  and  assumes  that  'within  a  little'  S.  Paul  had 


'  P.  279. 

'  Koi  rhv  hiKafrn]v  (lk(v  6  Tcwf  KardbiKog  dvat  vofii(6fi(vo£  kgI  rrjv  vtKfjp 
avros  6  x<tp^^<'*P  ofiokoytl  Xa^irpa  rfj  <fi<oinj  irapovrcov  dndimov  \tyau,  cV 
<)Xiya)  K.  T.  X.  X.  307  b.  (  =  xii.  433  a). 

•  fV  oXi'yy  •  TouTcoTi  napa  fiiKpuv,     ix.  391  a. 
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persuaded  his  judge.*  He  even  puts  trap  oklrfov  into  Agrippa's 
mouth.^  So  also,  in  effect,  Theodoret.'  From  all  which  it  is 
reasonable,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to 
infer  that  our  A.  V.  reflects  faithfully  what  was  the  Church's 
traditionary  interpretation  of  Acts  xxvi.  28  in  the  first  half 
of  the  fourth  century.  Let  it  only  be  added  that  a  better 
judge  of  such  matters  than  any  who  frequented  the  Jerusalem 
Chamber — the  late  President  of  Magdalen,  Dr.  Routh, — 
writes :  '  Vertendum  esse  sequentia  siuident,  Me  fere  Christi- 
anum  fieri  suades,  Interp,  Vulgata  habet,  In  modico  stLodes 
me  Christianum  fi£ri'  *  Yes,  the  Apostle's  rejoinder  fixes  the 
meaning  of  what  Agrippa  had  said  before. — And  this  shall 
suffice.  We  pass  on,  only  repeating  our  devout  wish  that 
what  the  Revisionists  failed  to  understand,  or  were  unable 
materially  and  certainly  to  improve,  they  would  have  been 
so  obliging  as  to  let  alone.  In  the  present  instance  the  A.  V. 
is  probably  right ;  the  R.  V.,  probably  wrong.  No  one,  at  all 
events,  can  pretend  that  the  rendering  with  which  we  are  all 
familiar  is  '*  a  plain  and  clear  error"  And  confessedly,  unless 
it  was,  it  should  have  been  left  unmolested.     But  to  proceed. 

(4)  and  (5)  There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  absolute 
duty  of  rendering  identical  expressions  in  strictly  parallel 
plaices  of  the  Gospels  by  strictly  identical  language.  So  far  we 
are  wholly  at  one  with  the  Revisionists.  But  'alterations 
[supposed  to  be]  rendered  necessary  by  consequence '  (Prefojce^ 
iii.  2.),  are  quite  a  different  matter :  and  we  venture  to  think 
that  it  is  precisely  in  their  pursuit  of  a  mechanical  uniformity 
of  rendering,  that  our  Revisionists  have  most  often  as  well  as 
most  grievously  lost  their  way.  We  differ  from  them  in  fact 
in  limine.    '  When  a  particular  word '  (say  they)  '  is  found  to 


SKlyff  K,  T.  X.  ii.  616  d.  «  iii.  399  d. 

»  V.  930  (fl-a^'  6\lyov).  *  M^.  Note  in  his  copy  of  the  N.  T. 
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recur  with  characteristic  frequency  in  any  one  of  the  Sacred 
Writers,  it  is  obviously  desirable  to  adopt  for  it  some  uniform 
rendering '  (iii.  2).  '  Desirable ' !  Yes,  but  in  what  sense  ? 
It  is  much  to  be  desired,  no  doubt,  that  the  English  language 
always  contained  the  exact  counterparts  of  Greek  words :  and 
of  course,  if  it  did,  it  would  be  in  the  highest  degree  *  desirable ' 
that  a  Translator  should  always  employ  those  words  and 
no  other.  But  then  it  happens  unfortunately  that  precisely 
equivaient  words  do  not  exist.  T^/cvop,  nine  times  out  of  ten 
signifies  nothing  else  but  *  child.'  On  the  tenth  occasion, 
however,  (e.g.  where  Abraham  is  addressing  the  rich  man 
in  Hades,)  it  would  be  absurd  so  to  render  it.  We  translate 
'  Son.*  We  are  in  fact  without  choice.-^Take  another  ordinary 
Greek  term,  (nrKjoriyya,  which  occurs  11  times  in  the  N.  T., 
and  which  the  A.  V.  uniformly  renders  *  bowels/  Well,  and 
*  bowels '  confessedly  trirXarfyya  are.  Yet  have  our  Eevision- 
ists  felt  themselves  under  the  'necessity'  of  rendering  the 
word  *  heart*  in  Col.  iii.  12, — *very  heart*  in  Philemon, 
ver.  12, — 'affections*  in  2  Cor.  vi.  12, — *  inward  affection, 
in  vii.  15, — 'tender  mercies*  in  Phil.  i.  8, — 'compassion*  in 
1  Jo.  iii.  17, — 'bowels*  only  in  Acts  i.  18. — ^These  learned 
men,  however,  put  forward  in  illustration  of  their  own  principle 
of  translation,  the  word  evdiao^, — which  occurs  about  80 
times  in  the  N.  T. :  nearly  half  the  instances  being  found  in 
S.  Mark's  Gospel.  We  accept  their  challenge;  and  assert 
that  it  is  tasteless  barbarism  to  seek  to  impose  upon  evdioy;, — 
no  matter  what  the  context  in  which  it  stands, — the  sense  of 
'straightway* — only  because  ev^vv,  the  adjective,  generally 
(not  always)  means  '  straight.'  Where  a  miracle  of  healing 
is  described  (as  in  S.  Matth.  viii.  3 :  xx.  34.  S.  Lu.  v.  13),  since 
the  benefit  was  no  doubt  instantaneous,  it  is  surely  the  mere 
instinct  of  'faithfulness'  to  translate  evdem^  ' immediaiely* 
So,  in  respect  of  the  sudden  act  which  saved  Peter  from 
sinking  (S.  Matth.  xiv.  31);  and  that  punctual  cock-crow 
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(xxvi.  74),  which  (S.  Luke  says)  did  not  so  much  follow, 
as  accompany  his  denial  (xxii.  60).  But  surely  not  so,  when 
the  growth  of  a  seed  is  the  thing  spoken  of  (Matth.  xiii.  5) ! 
Acts  again,  which  must  needs  have  occupied  some  little  time 
in  the  doing,  reasonably  suggest  some  such  rendering  as 
*  forthwith '  or  '  straightway* — (e.g.  S.  Matth.  xiv.  22 :  xxi.  2  : 
and  S.  John  vi.  21) :  while,  in  3  John  ver.  14,  the  meaning 
(as  the  Eevisionists  confess)  can  only  be  '  shortly' ...  So  plain 
a  matter  really  ought  not  to  require  so  many  words.  We 
repeat,  that  the  Eevisionists  set  out  with  a  mistaken 
Principle.     They  clearly  do  not  understand  their  Trade, 

They  invite  our  attention  to  their  rendering  of  certain 
of  the  Greek  Tenses,  and  of  the  definite  Article.  We 
regret  to  discover  that,  in  both  respects,  their  work  is 
disfigured  throughout  by  changes  which  convict  a  majority 
of  their  body  alike  of  an  imperfect  acquaintance  with 
the  genius  of  the  Greek  language,  and  of  scarcely  a  mode- 
rate appreciation  of  the  idiomatic  proprieties  of  their  o^ti. 
Such  a  charge  must  of  necessity,  when  it  has  been  sub- 
stantiated, press  heavily  upon  such  a  work  as  the  present ; 
for  it  is  not  as  when  a  solitary  error  has  been  detected, 
which  may  be  rectified.  A  vicious  system  of  rendering 
Tenses,  and  representing  the  Greek  Article,  is  sure  to  crop 
up  in  every  part  of  the  undertaking,  and  must  occasionally 
be  attended  by  consequences  of  a  serious  nature. 

1.  Now,  that  we  may  not  be  misunderstood,  we  admit 
at  once  that,  in  teaching  hoys  how  to  turn  Greek  into  English, 
we  insist  that  every  tense  shall  be  marked  by  its  own  appro- 
priate sign.  There  is  no  telling  how  helpful  it  will  prove 
in  the  end,  that  every  word  shall  at  first  have  been  rendered 
with  painful  accuracy.  Let  the  Article  be  [mis-]represented 
— the  Prepositions  caricatured — the  Particles  magnified, — 
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let  the  very  order  of  the  words  at  first,  (however  impossible,) 
be  religiously  retained.  Merciless  accuracy  having  been  in 
this  way  acquired,  a  youth  has  to  be  i^ntaught  these  servile 
habits.  He  has  to  be  reminded  of  the  requirements  of  the 
English  idiom,  and  speedily  becomes  aware  that  the  idiomatic 
rendering  of  a  Greek  author  into  English,  is  a  higher  acliieve- 
ment  by  far,  than  his  former  slavish  endeavour  always  to 
render  the  same  word  and  tense  in  the  same  slavish  way. 

2.  But  what  supremely  annoys  us  in  the  work  just  now 
under  review  is,  that  the  schoolboy  method  of  translation 
already  noticed  is  therein  exhibited  in  constant  operation 
throughout.  It  becomes  oppressive.  We  are  never  per- 
mitted to  believe  that  we  are  in  the  company  of  Scholars 
who  are  altogether  masters  of  their  own  language.  Their 
solicitude  ever  seems  to  be  twofold : — (1)  To  exhibit  a  singular 
indifference  to  the  proprieties  of  English  speech,  while  they 
maintain  a  servile  adherence  (etymological  or  idiomatic,  as 
the  case  may  be)  to  the  Greek : — (2)  Eight  or  wrong,  to  part 
company  from  William  Tyndale  and  the  giants  who  gave  us 
our  *  Authorized  Version.' 

Take  a  few  illustrations  of  what  precedes  from  the  second 
chapter  of  S.  Matthew's  Gospel : — 

(1.)  Thus,  in  ver.  2,  the  correct  English  rendering  'we 
have  seen'  is  made  to  give  place  to  the  incorrect  'we  saw 
his  star  in  the  east' — In  ver.  9,  the  idiomatic  'when  they 
had  heard  the  king,  they  departed,'  is  rejected  for  the  un- 
idiomatic  '  And  they,  having  heard  the  king,  went  their  way.' 
— In  ver.  15,  we  are  treated  to  '  that  it  might  be  fulfilled 
which  was  spoken  by  the  Lord  through  the  prophet,  saying. 
Out  of  Egypt  did  I  call  my  son.'  And  yet  who  sees  not, 
that  in  both  instances  the  old  rendering  is  better  ?    Impor- 
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tant  as  it  may  be,  in  the  lecture-room,  to  insist  on  what  is 
implied  by  to  (yqdev  'too'  tov  Kvpiov  aia'  rov  irpoffyfirovy  it  is 
simply  preposterous  to  come  abroad  with  such  refinements. 
It  is  to  stultify  oneself  and  to  render  one's  author  unintel- 
ligible. Moreover,  the  attempt  to  be  so  wondrous  literal 
is  safe  to  break  down  at  the  end  of  a  few  verses.  Thus,  if 
Zid  is  *  through'  in  verse  15, — why  not  in  verse  17  and  in 
verse  23  ? 

(2.)  Note  how  infelicitously,  in  S.  Matth.  ii.  1, '  there  came 
wise  men  from  the  east '  is  changed  into  *  wise  men  from  the 
east  came' — In  ver.  4,  the  accurate,  ' And  when  [Herod]  had 
gathered  together'  (avvafiarfiav)  &c.,  is  displaced  for  the 
inaccurate,  'And  gathering  together'  &c. — In  ver.  6,  we  are 
presented  with  the  unintelligible,  *  And  thou  Bethlehem,  land 
of  Jvdah : '  while  in  ver.  7,  '  Then  Herod  privily  called  the 
wise  men,  and  learned  of  them  carefully,'  is  improperly  put 
in  the  place  of  *Then  Herod,  when  he  had  privily  called 
the  wise  men,  enquired  of  them  diligently '  (^Kpifioixre  irap 
avT&v), — In  ver.  11,  the  familiar  *  And  when  they  were  come 
into  the  house,  they  saw'  &c.,  is  needlessly  changed  into 
*  They  cam^  into  the  house,  and  saw : '  while  '  and  when  they 
had  opened  {avol^avre^)  their  treasures,'  is  also  needlessly 
altered  into  *and  opening  their  treasures.' — In  ver.  12,  the 
R.  V.  is  careful  to  print '  of  Ood  '  in  italics,  where  italics  are 
not  necessary :  seeing  that  'xprtfiaTKrOivre^  implies  *  being 
warned  of  God'  (as  the  translators  of  1611  were  well 
aware  ^) :  whereas  in  coimtless  other  places  the  same  Eevi- 
sionists  reject  the  use  of  italics  where  italics  are  absolutely 
tequired. — ^Their  'until  I  tdl  thee'  (in  ver.  13)  is  a  most 
unworthy  substitute  for  ' until  I  bring  thee  word' — ^And  wiQ 
they  pretend  that  they  have  improved  the  rendering  of  the 


^  And  the  Beyisionists :  for  see  Rom.  xi.  4. 
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concluding  words  of  the  chapter  ?  If  Na^paSo^  KkfiOrjaercu 
does  not  mean  '  He  shall  be  called  a  Nazarene/  what  in  the 
world  does  it  mean?  The  art  of  quotation  they  elsewhere 
omit.  Then  why,  here, — '  That  it  might  be  fulfilled  .  .  .  that '  ? 
— Surely,  every  one  of  these  is  an  alteration  made  for  altera- 
tion's sake,  and  in  every  instance  for  the  worse. 

We  began  by  surveying  the  Greek  of  the  first  chapter  of 
S.  Matthew's  Gospel.  We  have  now  surveyed  the  English  of 
the  second  chapter.  What  does  the  Header  think  of  the  result  ? 

IV.  Next,  the  Revisionists  invite  attention  to  certain 
points  of  detail :  and  first,  to  their  rendering  of  the  Tenses 
OF  THE  Verb.  They  begin  with  the  Greek  Aorist, — (in 
their  accoimt)  *  perhaps  the  most  important '  detail  of  all : — 

*  We  have  not  attempted  to  violate  the  idiom  of  our  language 
by  forms  of  expression  which  it  would  not  bear.  But  we  have 
often  ventured  to  represent  the  Greek  aorist  by  the  English 
preterite,  even  when  the  reader  may  find  some  passing  difficulty 
in  such  a  rendering,  because  we  have  felt  convinced  that  the 
true  meaning  of  the  original  was  obscured  by  the  presence  of 
the  familiar  auxiliary.  A  remarkable  illustration  may  be 
found  in  the  seventeenth  chapter  of  S.  John's  Gospel.' — 
Preface,  iii.  2, — (latter  part), 

(a)  We  turn  to  the  place  indicated,  and  are  constrained 
to  assure  these  well-intentioned  men,  that  the  phenomenon 
we  there  witness  is  absolutely  fatal  to  their  pretensions 
as  *  Revisers  *  of  our  Authorized  Version.  Were  it  only  '  some 
passing  difiiculty'  which  their  method  occasions  us,  we 
might  have  hoped  that  time  would  enable  us  to  overcome 
it.  But  since  it  is  tJie  genitts  of  the  English  language  to 
which  we  find  they  have  offered  violence;  the  fixed  and 
universally-understood  idiom  of  our  native  tongue  which 
they  have  systematically  set  at  defiance;  the  matter  is 
absolutely  without  remedy.  The  difiTerence  between  the 
A.  V.  and  the  R.  V.  seems  to  ourselves  to  be  simply  this, — 
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that  the  renderings  in  the  former  are  the  idiomatic  English 
representations  of  certain  well-understood  Greek  tenses: 
while  the  proposed  substitutes  are  nothing  else  but  the 
pedantic  efforts  of  mere  grammarians  to  reproduce  in  an- 
other language  idioms  which  it  abhors.  But  the  Reader 
shall  judge  for  himself:  for  this  at  least  is  a  point  on  which 
every  educated  Englishman  is  fully  competent  to  pass 
sentence. 

When  our  Divine  Lord,  at  the  close  of  His  Ministry, — 
(He  had  in  fact  reached  the  very  last  night  of  His  earthly 
life,  and  it  wanted  but  a  few  hours  of  His  Passion,) — ^when 
He,  at  such  a  moment,  addressing  the  Eternal  Father,  says, 
eyd)  tre  iho^aaa  errl  tt)?  7^9  •  to  cfyyov  ereKeUoaa  .... 
i^viptoad  aov  rb  Svofia  toa9  avOpanroi^y  &c.  [Jo.  xviL  4,  6], 
there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that,  had  He  pronounced 
those  words  in  English,  He  would  have  said  (with  our  A.  V.) 
'  I  Jiave  glorified  Thee  on  the  earth :  I  Tiave  finished  the 
work : '  '  I  h^ve  manifested  Thy  Name.'  The  pedantry  which 
(on  the  plea  that  the  Evangelist  employs  the  aorist,  not  the 
perfect  tense,)  would  twist  all  this  into  the  indefinite  past, — *  I 
glorified '  .  .  .  '  I  finished '  .  . .  '  I  manifested,' — we  pronounce 
altogether  insufferable.  We  absolutely  refuse  it  a  hearing. 
Presently  (in  ver.  14)  He  says, — *I  have  given  them  Thy 
word ;  and  the  world  Jiath  hated  them*    And  in  ver.  25, — 

*  0  righteous  Father,  the  world  hath  not  known  Thee ;  but 
I  have  known  Thee,  and  these  have  known  that  Thou  h/ist 
sent  Me.'  Who  would  consent  to  substitute  for  these  ex- 
pressions,— *the  world  hated  them:'  and  'the  world  knew 
Thee  not,  but  I  knew  Thee ;  and  these  knew  that  Thou  didst 
send  Me '  ? — Or  turn  to  another  Gospel.     Which  is  better, — 

*  Some  one  hath  touched  Me :  for  I  perceive  that  virtue  is 
gone  out  of  Me,'  (S.  Lu.  viii.  46) : — or, — '  Some  one  did  touch 
Me :  for  I  perceived  that  power  had  gone  forth  from  Me '  ? 
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When  the  reference  is  to  an  act  so  extremely  recent,  %vho  is 
not  aware  that  the  second  of  these  renderings  is  abhorrent  to 
the  genius  of  the  English  language?  As  for  eyvtov,  it  is 
(like  novi  in  Latin)  present  in  sense  though  past  in  form, — 
here  as  in  S.  Lu.  xvi.  3. — But  turn  to  yet  another  Gospel. 
Which  is  better  in  S.  Matth.  xvi.  7  : — '  we  took  no  bread/  or 
'  It  is  because  we  have  taken  no  bread '  ? — Again.  When  Simon 
Peter  (in  reply  to  the  command  that  he  should  thrust  out 
into  deep  water  and  let  down  his  net  for  a  draught,)  is  heard 
to  exclaim, — '  Master,  we  have  toiled  all  the  night,  and  have 
taken  nothing:  nevertheless  at  Thy  word  I  will  let  down 
the  net '  (Lu.  v.  5), — who  would  tolerate  the  proposal  to  put 
in  the  place  of  it, — *  Master,  we  toiled  all  night,  and  took 
nothing:  but  at  Thy  word,'  &c.  It  is  not  too  much  to 
declare  that  the  idiom  of  the  English  language  refuses 
peremptorily  to  submit  to  such  handling.  Quite  in  vain 
is  it  to  encounter  us  with  reminder  that  /coinda'avTe^;  and 
iXafiofjbev  are  aorists.  The  answer  is, — ^We  know  it :  but  we 
deny  that  it  follows  that  the  words  are  to  be  rendered  '  we 
toiled  .all  night,  and  took  nothing.'  There  are  laws  of 
English  Idiom  as  well  as  laws  of  Greek  Grammar :  and  when 
these  clash  in  what  is  meant  to  be  a  translation  into  English 
out  of  Greek,  the  latter  must  perforce  give  way  to  the  former, 
— or  we  make  ourselves  ridiculous,  and  misrepresent  what  we 
propose  to  translate. 

All  this  is  so  undeniable  that  it  ought  not  to  require  to  be 
insisted  upon.  But  in  fact  our  Kevisionists  by  their  occa- 
sional practice  show  that  they  fully  admit  the  Principle  we 
are  contending  for.  Thus,  ^pav  (in  S.  Jo.  xx.  2  and  13)  is 
by  them  translated  '  they  have  taken : ' — ivari  /t€  iyKariKnre^; ; 
(S.  Matt,  xxvii.  46)  'Why  hast  Thou  forsaken  UeV^  i—SSei^a 


'  Yet  even  here  they  caunot  abstain  from  putting  in  the  margin  the 
peculiarly  infelicitous  alternative, — *  Why  didst  thou  forsake  Me  f* 
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(S.  Jo.  X.  32)  '  have  I  showed : ' — airicrreCKe  (vi.  29)  '  He  hath 
sent : '  —  ^Tifma-are  (James  ii.  6)  *  ye  have  dishonoured :  * — 
iKoffdpure  (Acta  x.  15)  * haih  cleansed:' — eaTtfa-ev  (xvii.  31) 
'He  Jiath  appointed.'  But  indeed  instances  abound  every- 
where. In  fact,  the  requirements  of  the  case  are  often  observed 
U)  force  them  to  be  idiomatic.  Tl  eirolr}<ra<; ;  (in  Jo.  xviii.  35), 
they  rightly  render  "  What  hast  thou  done  ? " : — and  eypay^ 
(in  1  Jo.  ii.  14,  21),  "  I  have  written ; " — and  rjKovo'a  (in  Acts 
ix.  13),  "  I  Jiave  heard." — On  the  other  hand,  by  translating  ovk 
etaaev  (in  Acts  xxviii.  4),  "  Jiath  not  suffered,"  they  may  be 
thought  to  have  overshot  the  mark.  They  seem  to  have 
overlooked  the  fact  that,  when  once  S.  Paul  had  been  bitten 
by  the  viper,  "  the  barbarians  "  looked  upon  him  as  a  dead 
man ;  and  therefore  discoursed  about  what  Justice  "  did  not 
sufiTer,"  as  about  an  entirely  past  transaction. 

But  now,  Who  sees  not  that  the  admission,  once  and 
again  deliberately  made,  that  sometimes  it  is  not  only 
lawful,  but  even  necessary,  to  accommodate  the  Greek  aorist 
(when  translated  into  English)  with  the  sign  of  the  perfect, — 
reduces  the  whole  matter  (of  the  signs  of  the  tenses)  to  a 
mere  question  of  Taste  ?  In  view  of  such  instances  as  the 
foregoing,  where  severe  logical  necessity  has  compelled  the 
Bevisionists  to  abandon  their  position  and  fly,  it  is  plain  that 
their  contention  is  at  an  end, — so  far  as  right  and  wrong  are 
concerned.  They  virtually  admit  that  they  have  been  all 
along  unjustly  forcing  on  an  independent  language  an  alien 
yoke.^  Henceforth,  it  simply  becomes  a  question  to  be 
repeated,  as  every  fresh  emergency  arises, — Which  then  is 
the  more  idiomatic  of  these  two  English  renderings  ?  .  .  .  . 
Conversely,  twice  at  least  (Heb.  xi.  17  and  28),  the  Eevi- 


>  As  in  RonL  vi.  2 :  ix.  13.    1  Cor.  i.  27 :  vi.  20 :  ix.  11.    Ephes.  iv. 
20,  &c.  &c. 
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sionists  have  represented  the  Greek  perfect  by  the  English 
indefinite  preterite. 

(i)  Besides  this  offensive  pedantry  in  respect  of  the 
Aorist,  we  are  often  annoyed  by  an  unidiomatic  rendering  of 
the  Imperfect.  True  enough  it  is  that  '  the  servants  and  the 
officers  were  standing  ....  and  were  warming  themselves  : ' 
Peter  also  *  wa^  standing  with  them  and  was  warming  him- 
self'  (S.  Jo.  xviii.  18).  But  we  do  not  so  express  ourselves  in 
English,  unless  we  are  about  to  add  something  which  shall 
account  for  our  particularity  and  precision.  Any  one,  for 
example,  desirous  of  stating  what  had  been  for  years  his 
daily  practice,  would  say — '  /  left  my  house.'  Only  when  he 
wanted  to  explain  that,  on  leaving  it  for  the  1000th  time,  he 
met  a  friend  coming  up  the  steps  to  pay  him  a  visit, 
would  an  Englishman  think  of  saying,  'I  was  leaving  the 
house.'  A  Greek  writer,  on  the  other  hand,  would  not  trust 
this  to  the  imperfect.  He  would  use  the  present  participle 
in  the  dative  case,  (*  To  me,  leaving  my  house* ^  &c.).  One  is 
astonished  to  have  to  explain  such  things  ....  *  K  there- 
fore thou  art  offering  thy  gift  at  the  altar  *  (Matt.  v.  23),  may 
seem  to  some  a  clever  translation.  To  ourselves,  it  reads 
like  a  senseless  exaggeration  of  the  original.*  It  sounds 
(and  is)  as  unnatural  as  to  say  (in  S.  Lu.  ii.  33)  '  And  His 
father  [a  depravation  of  the  text]  and  His  mother  were  mar- 
velling at  the  things  which  were  spoken  concerning  Him : ' — 
or  (in  Heb.  xi.  17)  'yea,  he  that  had  received  the  promises 
was  offering  up  his  only-begotten  son : ' — or,  of  the  cripple  at 
Lystra  (Acts  xiv.  9),  '  the  same  heard  Paul  speaking' 

(c)  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  occasions  confessedly 
when  the  Greek  Aorist  absolutely  demands  to  be  rendered 


>  Comp.  S.  Matth.  viii.  1,  5,  23,  28 ;  ix.  27,  28 ;  xxi.  23. 
'Eay  oZv  npoo'tlHpvjs* 
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into  English  by  the  sign  of  the  Pluperfect.  An  instance 
meets  us  while  we  wiite :  iy;  he  ewavaaTo  XaX&v  (S.  Lu.  v.  4), 
— where  our  Kevisionists  are  found  to  retain  the  idiomatic 
rendering  of  our  Authorized  Version, — *Wlien  He  Juid  left 
speaking/  Of  what  possible  avail  could  it  be,  on  such  an 
occasion,  to  insist  that,  because  iiravaaTo  is  not  in  the 
pluperfect  tense,  it  may  not  be  accommodated  with  tlie  sign 
of  the  pluperfect  when  it  is  being  translated  into  English  ? — 
The  11.  V.  has  shown  less  consideration  in  S.  Jo.  xviii.  24, — 
where  *  Now  Annas  Imd  sent  Him  bound  unto  Caiaphas  the 
high  priest,'  is  right,  and  wanted  no  revision. — Such  places  as 
Matth.  xxvii.  60,  Jo.  xxi.  15,  Acts  xii.  17,  and  Heb.  iv.  8, 
on  the  other  hand,  simply  defy  the  Revisionists.  For  per- 
force Joseph  *  Jmd  hewn  out '  (iXarofiijae)  the  new  tomb 
which  became  our  Lord's  :  and  the  seven  Apostles,  confessedly, 

*  Jujul  dined  *  ('^pioTrja-av) :  and  S.  Peter,  of  course,  ^  *  declared 
unto  them  how  the  Lord  had  brought  him  out  of  the  prison  * 
(i^iiycuyev) :  and  it  is  impossible  to  substitute  anything  for 

*  If  Jesus  [Joshua]  had  gi7?en  tliem  rest '  (/caTeTrava-ei/). — 
Then  of  course  there  are  occasions,  (not  a  few,)  where  the 
Aorist  (often  an  indefinite  present  in  Greek)  claims  to  be 
Englished  by  the  sign  of  the  present  tense  ;  as  where  S.  John 
says  (Rev.  xix.  6),  'The  Lord  God  Omnipotent  reigneth' 
(ificurtkeva-e).  There  is  no  striving  against  such  instances. 
They  insist  on  being  rendered  according  to  the  genius  of  the 
language  into  which  it  is  proposed  to  render  them : — as  when 
€K€LTo  (in  S.  Jo.  XX.  12)  exacts  for  its  rendering  *had  lain.' 

(d)  It  shall  only  be  pointed  out  here  in  addition,  for  the 
student's  benefit,  that  there  is  one  highly  interesting  place 
(viz.  S.  Matth.  xxviii.  2),  which  in  every  age  has  misled 
Critics  and  Divines  (as  Origen  and  Eusebiiis) ;  Poets  (as 
Rogers) ;  Painters  (as  West) ; — yes,  and  will  continue  to  mis- 
lead readers  for  many  a  year  to  come  : — and  all  because  men 
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have  failed  to  perceive  that  the  aorist  is  used  there  for  the 
phiperfect.  Translate, — '  There  had  hem  a  great  earthquake : ' 
[and  so  (1611-1881)  our  margin, — until  in  short  *the  Revi- 
sionists' interfered:]  'for  the  Angel  of  the  Lord  had  de- 
scended from  heaven,  and  c(yi)U  and  rolled  axtyay  {ivjreKvXiae) 
the  stone  from  the  door,  and  sat  upon  it.'  Strange,  that  for 
1800  years  Commentators  should  have  failed  to  perceive  that 
the  Evangelist  is  describing  what  terrified  *  the  keepers'  '  The 
women '  saw  no  Angel  sitting  upon  the  stone !  —  though 
Origen,^  —  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,*  —  Eusebius,^  —  ps.- 
Gregory  Naz.,* — Cyril  Alex.,* — Hesychius,® — and  so  many 
others — have  taken  it  for  granted  that  they  did. 

{c)  Then  further,  (to  dismiss  the  subject  and  pass  on,) — 
There  are  occasions  where  the  Greek  perfect  exacts  the  sign 
of  the  present  at  the  hands  of  the  English  translator:  as 
when  Martha  says, — *  Yea  Lord,  I  believe  that  Thou  art  the 
Christ  '  (S.  Jo.  xi.  27).'  What  else  but  the  veriest  pedantry 
is  it  to  thrust  in  there  '  /  fiave  believed/  as  the  English  equi- 
valent for  iren-iarev/ca  ? — Just  as  intolerable  is  the  officious- 
ness  wliich  would  thrust  into  the  Lord's  prayer  (Matt.  vi.  12), 
"as  we  also  have  forgiven  (a<l>i]Kafi€v)  our  debtors."* — On  the 
other  hand,  there  are  Greek  ^>rc5C7ife  (whatever  the  Revi- 
sionists may  think)  which  arc  just  as  peremptory  in  reci^uiring 
the  sign  of  tlie  future,  at  the  hands  of  the  idiomatic  trans- 
lator into  English.  Three  such  cases  are  found  in  S.  Jo.  xvi. 
16,  17,  19.  Surely,  the  future  is  inherent  in  the  present 
epxofjuiil  In  Jo.  xiv.  18  (and  many  similar  places),  wh^  can 
endure,  '  I  will  not  leave  you  desolate  :  /  co^nc  unto  you '  ? 


'  ii.  155.  «  Routh,  ReJl  iii.  226  ad  calc,  »  Ap.  Mai,  iv.  2G6. 

*  ii.  1324.  »  ii.  380.  •  Ap.  Greg.  Nysa.  iii.  403. 

■^  So  also  Heb.  xi.  17,  28.     And  see  the  Revision  of  S.  James  i.  11. 

'  C'oni]).  ii(f>i€fi€p  in  S.  Lu.  xi.  4.  In  the  ca.se  of  certain  Greek  verbs,  the 
jtreterite  in  fonn  is  invariably  present  in  signification.  See  Dr.  Field's 
delightful  Otinin  Norvicenne,  p.  ♦>5. 

M   2 
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(/)  But  instances  abound.  How  does  it  happen  that  the 
inaccurate  rendering  of  iKKOTrrerai — ifc^oKKercu — ^has  been 
retained  in  S.  Matth.  iii.  10,  S.  Lu.  iii.  9  ? 

V.  Next,  concerning  the  definite  Article  ;  in  the  case 
of  wliich,  (say  the  Revisionists,) 

'  many  changes  have  been  made.'  '  We  have  been  careful  to 
observe  the  use  of  the  Article  wherever  it  peemod  to  be 
idiomatically  possible:  where  it  did  not  seem  to  be  possible, 
we  have  yielded  to  necessity.' — {Preface,  iii.  2, — ad  Jin,) 

In  reply,  instead  of  offering  counter-statements  of  our  own 
we  content  ourselves  with  submitting  a  few  specimens  to  the 
Reader's  judgment;  and  invite  him  to  decide  between  the 
Reviewer  and  the  Reviewed  .  .  . '  The  sower  went  forth  to  sow ' 
(Matth.  xiii.  3). — *  It  is  greater  than  the  herbs '  (ver.  32). — 
'  Let  him  be  to  thee  as  the  Gentile  and  the  publican '  (xviii. 
17). — *  The  unclean  spirit,  when  he  is  gone  out  of  tJie  man ' 
(xii.  43). — '  Did  I  not  choose  you  tJie  twelve  ? '  (Jo.  vi.  70). 
— 'If  I  then,  the  Lord  and  the  master'  (xiii.  14). — Tor  the 
joy  that  a  man  is  bom  into  the  world'  (xvi.  21). — 'But  as 
touching  Apollos  the  brother'  (1  Cor.  xvi.  12). — '  The  Bishop 
must  be  blameless  .  .  .  able  to  exhort  in  t?ie  soimd  doctrine  ' 
(Titus  i.  7,  9). — '  The  lust  when  it  hath  conceived,  beareth 
sin  :  and  the  sin,  when  it  is  full  grown '  &c.  (James  i.  15). — 
'  Doth  the  fountain  send  forth  from  the  same  opening  sweet 
water  and  bitter  ? '  (iii.  11). — '  Speak  thou  the  things  which 
befit  the  sound  doctrine '  (Titus  ii.  1). — '  The  time  will  come 
when  they  will  not  endure  the  sound  doctrine*  (2  Tim. 
iv.  3). — 'We  had  the  fathers  of  our  flesh  to  chasten  us' 
(Heb.  xii.  9). — 'Follow  after  peace  with  all  men,  and  tJie 
sanctification '  (ver.  14). — 'Who  is  t/ie  liar  but  he  that 
denieth  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ?'  (1  Jo.  ii.  22). — 'Not 
with  the  water  onlv,  but  with  tJie  water  and  with  the  blood ' 
(v.  6).— 'He  that  hath  the  Sox,  hath  the  life:  he  that 
hath  not  the  Son  of  God  hath  not  the  life '  (ver.  12). 
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To  rejoin,  as  if  it  were  a  sufficient  answer,  that  the  definite 
Article  is  found  in  all  these  places  in  the  original  Greek, — 
is  preposterous.  In  French  also  we  say  '  Telle  est  la  vie : ' 
but,  in  translating  from  the  French,  we  do  not  therefore  say 

*  Such  is  the  life.'  May  we,  without  ofifence,  suggest  the 
study  of  Middleton  On  the  DodHtie  of  the  Greek  Article  to 
those  members  of  the  Revisionists'  body  who  have  favoured 
us  with  the  foregoing  crop  of  mistaken  renderings  ? 

So,  in  respect  of  the  indefinite  article,  we  are  presented 
with, — '  All  eternal '  (for  '  the  everlasting ')  '  gospel  to  pro- 
claim '  (Rev.  xiv.  6) : — ^and  '  one  like  unto  a  son  of  man,'  for 

*  one  like  unto  the  Son  of  Man '  in  ver.  14. — Why '  a  Saviour  ' 
in  Phil.  iii.  20  ?  There  is  but  one !  (Acts  iv.  12).— On  the 
other  hand,  Kpcwiov  is  rendered  *  Tlie  skull '  in  S.  Lu,  xxiii. 
33.  It  is  hard  to  see  why. — These  instances  taken  at  random 
must  suffice.  They  might  be  multiplied  to  any  extent.  If 
the  Reader  considers  that  the  idiomatic  use  of  the  English 
Article  is  understood  by  the  authors  of  these  specimen  cases, 
we  shall  be  surprised,  and  sorry— for  him. 

VI.  The  Revisionists  announce  that  they  *  have  been  parti- 
cularly careful  *  as  to  the  Pronouns  [iii.  2  adfin!\.  We  recal 
with  regret  that  this  is  also  a  particular  wherein  we  have  been 
specially  annoyed  and  offended.  Annoyed — at  their  practice 
of  repeating  the  nominative  (e.g.  in  Mk.  i.  13 :  Jo.  xx.  12)  to 
an  extent  unknown,  abhorrent  even,  to  our  language,  except 
indeed  when  a  fresh  substantive  statement  is  made :  offended 
— at  their  license  of  translation,  when  it  suits  them  to  be  licen- 
tious.— Thus,  (as  the  Bp.  of  S.  Andrews  has  well  pointed  out,) 
'  it  is  He  that '  is  an  incorrect  translation  of  auro?  in  S.  Matth. 
i.  21, — a  famous  passage.    Even  worse,  because  it  is  unfair,  is 

*  He  who '  as  the  rendering  of  09  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16, — another 
famous  passage,  which  we  have  discussed  elsewhere.^ 


*  See  above,  pp.  98-106.    Also  ii«/ro,  towards  the  end. 
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VII.  *  In  the  case  of  the  Pakticles  '  (say  the  Revisionists), 

*  we  have  been  able  to  maintain  a  reasonable  amount  of  con- 
sistency.  The  Particles  in  the  Greek  Testament  are,  as  is  well 
known,  comparatively  few,  and  the}''  are  commonly  used  with 
precision.  It  has  therefore  been  the  more  necessary  here  to 
preserve  a  general  uniformity  of  rendering.* — (iii.  2  ad  fin,) 

Such  an  announcement,  we  submit,  is  calculated  to 
occasion  nothing  so  much  as  uneasiness  and  astonishment. 
Of  all  the  parts  of  speech,  tlie  Greek  Particles, — (especially 
throughout  the  period  when  the  Language  was  in  its  deca- 
dence,)— are  the  least  capable  of  being  drilled  into  '  a  general 
uniformity  of  rendering ; '  and  he  who  tries  the  experiment 
ought  to  be  the  first  to  be  aware  of  the  fact.  The  refinement 
and  delicacy  which  they  impart  to  a  narrative  or  a  senti- 
ment, are  not  to  be  told.  But  then,  from  the  very  nature  of 
the  case,  'uniformity  of  rendering'  is  precisely  the  tiling 
they  will  not  submit  to.  Tliey  take  their  colour  from  their 
context :  often  mean  two  quite  different  things  in  the  course 
of  two  successive  verses :  sometimes  are  best  rendered  by  a 
long  and  formidable  word ;  ^  sometimes  cannot  (without  a 
certain  amount  of  impropriety  or  inconvenience)  be  rendered 
at  alL^  Let  us  illustrate  w^hat  we  have  been  saying  by 
actual  appeals  to  Scripture. 

(1)  And  first,  we   will   derive   our  proofs   from  the  use 
which   the   sacred  Writers   make   of  the   particle   of  most 


*  As  in  S.  Matth.  xi.  11  and  2  Tim.  iv.  17,  where  dc  is  rendered  "not- 
withstanding:"— Phil.  i.  24  and  Heb.  xii.  11,  where  it  is  "nevertheless." 

*  Eight  times  in  succession  in  1  Cor.  xii.  8-10,  de  is  not  represented  in 
the  A.  V.  The  ancients /c?<  so  keenly  what  Tyndale,  Cranmer,  the  Geneva, 
the  Rheims,  and  the  A.  V.  ventured  to  exhibit,  that  as  often  as  not  they 
leave  out  the  dc, — in  which  our  Revisionists  twice  follow  them.  The 
reader  of  taste  is  invited  to  not«  the  precious  result  of  inserting  *  and,'  as 
the  Revisionists  have  done  six  times,  where  according  to  the  genius  of  the 
English  language  it  is  not  wanted  at  all. 
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frequent  recurrence — Be.  It  is  said  to  be  employed  in  the 
N.  T.  3115  times.  As  for  its  meaning,  we  have  the  unim- 
peachable authority  of  the  Eevisionists  themselves  for  saying 
that  it  may  be  represented  by  any  of  the  following  words : — 
*  but/—'  and/  ^— '  yea/  *— '  what/  ^— '  now/  *— '  and  that/  *— 
'  howbeit/  •  — '  even/  '— '  therefore/  «— *  I  say/  *— '  also/  ^®— 
*yet/^^ — *for.*^*  To  which  12  renderings,  King  James's 
translators  (mostly  following  Tyndale)  are  observed  to  add  at 
least  these  other  12  : — '  wlierefore,' " — '  so,'  ^* — *  moreover,'  ^* 
— '  yea  and,'  ^* — '  furthermore,'  ^^  —  *  nevertheless/  ^^  —  *  not- 
withstanding,' ^•— '  yet  but,'  *•— '  truly,' "— '  or,'  ^^—'  as  for,'  ^ 
— '  then,' "— '  and  yet' "  It  shall  suflBce  to  add  that,  by  the 
pitiful  substitution  of  'but'  or  'and*  on  most  of  the  fore- 
going occasions,  the  freshness  and  freedom  of  almost  every 
passage  has  been  made  to  disappear:  the  plain  fact  being 
that  the  men  of  1611 — above  aU,  that  William  Tyndale  77 
years  before  them — produced  a  work  of  real  genius ;  seizing 
with  generous  warmth  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
sacred  Writers,  and  perpetually  varying  the  phrase,  as  they 
felt  or  fancied  that  Evangelists  and  Apostles  would  have 
varied  it,  had  they  had  to  express  themselves  in  English : 
whereas  the  men  of  1881  have  fulfilled  their  task  in  what 
can  only  be  described  as  a  spirit  of  servile  pedantry.  The 
Grammarian  (pure  and  simple)  crops  up  everywhere.  We 
seem  never  to  rise  above  tlie  atmosphere  of  the  lecture-room, 
— the  startling  fact  that  fiiv  means  *  indeed,'  and  B4  '  but' 


*  38  times  in  the  Genealogy,  S.  Matth.  i.        *  Rom.  xiv.  4 :  xv.  20. 
»  Rom.  ix.  22.  *  1  Cor.  xii.  27.  »  Gal.  ii.  4. 

•  Acts  xxvii.  26.  "^  Rom.  iii.  22.  •  Ephes.  iv.  1. 

»  2  Cor.  V.  8.  '^  S.  Mark  xv.  31.  "  S.  Mark  vi.  29. 

"  1  Cor.  X.  1.  "  S.  Matth.  vi.  30.  "  S.  John  xx.  4. 

"  2  Cor.  i.  23.  "  2  Cor.  vii.  13.  "  2  Cor.  ii.  12. 

"  2  Pet.  iii.  13.  >»  S.  Matth.  ii.  22.  »  1  Cof.  xii.  20. 

21  1  S.  John  i.  3.  "  S.  Matth.  xxv.  39.  »  Acts  viii.  3. 

^  Rom.  xii.  6,  ^  S.  Matth.  vi.  29. 
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We  subjoin  a  single  specimen  of  the  countless  changes 
introduced  in  the  rendering  of  Particles,  and  then  hasten  on. 
In  1  Cor.  xii.  20,  for  three  centuries  and  a  half,  Englishmen 
have  been  contented  to  read  (with  William  Tyndale),  *  But 
now  are  they  many  members,  yet  but  one  body/  Our 
Revisionists,  (overcome  by  the  knowledge  that  Be  means 
*  but,'  and  yielding  to  the  supposed  '  necessity  for  preserving 
a  general  uniformity  of  rendering,*)  substitute, — 'Bid  now 
they  are  many  members,  hit  one  body/  Comment  ought  to 
be  superfluous.  We  neither  overlook  the  fact  that  Bi  occurs 
here  twice,  nor  deny  that  it  is  fairly  represented  by  *  but '  in 
the  first  instance.  We  assert  nevertheless  that,  on  the 
second  occasion,  *yet  but'  ought  to  have  been  let  alone. 
And  this  is  a  fair  sample  of  the  changes  which  have  been 
effected  mani/  times  in  every  page.     To  proceed  however. 

(2)  The  interrogative  particle  ij  occurs  at  the  beginning 
of  a  sentence  at  least  8  or  10  times  in  the  N.  T. ;  first,  in 
kS.  Matth.  vii.  9.  It  is  often  scarcely  translateable, — being 
apparently  invested  with  no  more  emphasis  than  belongs  to 
our  colloquial  interrogative  '  EhV  But  sometimes  it  would 
evidently  bear  to  be  represented  by  *  Pray,'  ^ — being  at  least 
equivalent  to  <f>ip€  in  Greek  or  age  in  Latin.  Once  only 
(viz.  in  1  Cor.  xiv.  36)  does  this  interrogative  particle  so 
eloquently  plead  for  recognition  in  the  text,  that  both  our 
A.  V.  and  the  R.  V.  have  rendered  it  *  Wliat  ? ' — by  which 
word,  by  the  way,  it  might  very  fairly  have  been  represented 
in  S.  Matth.  xxvi.  53  and  Rom.  vi.  3 :  vii.  1.  In  five  of  the 
places  where  the  particle  occurs,  King  James's  Translators  are 
observed  to  have  given  it  up  in  despair.^  But  what  is  to  be 
thought  of  the  adventurous  dulness  which  (with  the  single 
exception  already  indicated)  has  invariahhj  rendered  ff  by 


*  As  in  S.  Matth.  vii.  9 :  xii.  29 :  xx.  15.     Rom.  iii.  29. 

*  S.  Matth.  XX.  15 :  xxvi.  53.     Kom.  iii.  29 :  vi.  3  ;  vii.  1. 
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the  conjunction  'or*l  The  blunder  is  the  more  inexcusable, 
because  the  intrusion  of  such  an  irrelevant  conjunction  into 
places  where  it  is  without  either  use  or  meaning  cannot  have 
failed  to  attract  the  notice  of  every  member  of  the  Revising 
body. 

(3)  At  the  risk  of  being  wearisome,  we  must  add  a  few 
words. — Kat,  though  no  particle  but  a  conjunction,  may  for 
our  present  purpose  be  reasonably  spoken  of  under  the  same 
head ;  being  diversely  rendered  '  and,' — '  and  yet,'  ^ — '  then,'  * 
— '  or,'  3—*  neither,'  *— '  though,'  *— '  so,' «— '  but,'  ^— '  for,'  »— 
*  that,'  • — in  conformity  with  what  may  be  called  the  genius 
of  the  English  language.  The  last  six  of  these  renderings, 
however,  our  Eevisionists  disallow;  everywhere  thrusting 
out  the  word  which  the  argument  seems  rather  to  require, 
and  with  mechanical  precision  thrusting  into  its  place  every 
time  the  (perfectly  safe,  but  often  palpably  inappropriate) 
word,  *  and.'  With  what  amount  of  benefit  this  has  been 
effected,  one  or  two  samples  will  sufficiently  illustrate : — 

(a)  The  Eevisionists  inform  us  that  when  "  the  high  priest 
Ananias  commanded  them  that  stood  by  him  to  smite  him 
on  the  mouth," — S.  Paul  exclaimed,  "  God  shall  smite  thee, 
thou  whited  wall:  and  sittest  thou  to  judge  me  after  the 
law,  and  commandest  me  to  be  smitten  contrary  to  the 
law  ? "  ^'^ .  .  .  Do  these  learned  men  really  imagine  that  they 
have  improved  upon  the  A.  V.  by  their  officiousness  in 
altering  '  FOR '  into  '  and  '  ? 

(6)  The  same  Apostle,  having  ended  his  argument  to  the 
Hebrews,  remarks, — *  So  we  see  that  they  could  not  enter  in 
because  of  unbelief  (Heb.  iii  19)  :  for  which,  our  Eevisionists 


'  S.  John  xvi.  32.  *  S.  Luke  xix.  23.  »  2  Ck)r.  xiii.  1. 

*  S.  Luke  xii.  2.  *  S.  Luke  xviii.  7.  •  S.  Luke  xiv.  2L 

■^  1  S.  John  ii.  27.  *  1  S.  John  i.  2.  •  8.  Mark  ix.  30. 
"  Acts  xxiii.  3. 
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again  substitute  *  And.'  Begin  the  sentence  with  *  And/ 
(instead  of  '  So/)  and,  in  compensation  for  what  you  have 
clearly  lost,  what  have  you  gained  f  ,  , ,  Once  more : — 

(c)  Consider  what  S.  Paul  writes  concerning  ApoUos 
(in  1  Cor.  xvi.  12),  and  then  say  what  possible  advantage 
is  obtained  by  writing  '  and  *  (instead  of  '  but)  his  will  was 
not  at  all  to  come  at  this  time  *.  .  .  .  Yet  once  more ;  and  on 
this  occasion,  scholarship  is  to  some  extent  involved : — 

(d)  When  S.  James  (L  11)  says  dvereiXe  yhp  6  IjXmx;  .  .  . 
Kal  i^pave  rov  x^P*^^^' — ^^  knows  not  that  what  his 
language  strictly  means  in  idiomatic  English,  is, — '  No  sooner 
does  the  sun  arise,'  *  than  it  withereth  the  grass  '  ?  And  so 
in  efifect  our  Translators  of  1611.  What  possible  improve- 
ment on  this  can  it  be  to  substitute,  '  For  the  sun  ariseth  .  .  . 
AND  withereth  the  grass '  ? — Only  once  more  : — 

(e)  Though  Kal  undeniably  means  '  and,'  and  irw,  '  how,' 
— wh^  knows  not  that  koI  ttw  means  'ffow  thcnV  And 
yet,  (as  if  a  stupid  little  boy  had  been  at  work,)  in  two 
places, — (namely,  in  S.  Mark  iv.  13  and  S.  Luke  xx.  44,) — 
*  AND  HOW '  is  found  mercilessly  thrust  in,  to  the  great  detri- 
ment of  the  discourse ;  while  in  other  two, — (namely,  in 
S.  John  xiv.  5  and  9,) — the  text  itself  has  been  mercilessly 
deprived  of  its  characteristic  Kal  by  the  Revisionists. — Let 
this  suffice.  One  might  fill  many  quires  of  paper  with  such 
instances  of  tasteless,  senseless,  vexatious,  and  most  un- 
scholarlike  innovation. 

VIII.  '  Many  changes '  (we  are  informed)  '  have  been  intro- 
duced in  the  rendering  of  the  Prepositions.*  [Preface,  iii. 
2,  ad  Jin.]  : — and  we  are  speedUy  reminded  of  the  truth  of  the 
statement,  for  (as  was  shown  above  [pp.  155-6])  the  second 
chapter  of  S.  Matthew's  Gospel  exhibits  the  Eevisionists 
'all  a-field'  in  respect  of  Sid.  *We  liave  rarely  made  any 
change'  (they  add)  'where  the  true  meaning  of  the  original 
would  be  apparent  to  a  Header  of  ordinary  intelligence.'     It 
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would  of  course  ill  become  such  an  one  as  the  present 
Reviewer  to  lay  claim  to  the  foregoing  flattering  designation : 
but  really,  when  he  now  for  the  first  time  reads  (in  Acts 
ix.  25)  that  the  disciples  of  Damascus  let  S.  Paul  down 
*thr(mgh  the  wall,*  he  must  be  pardoned  for  regretting  the 
absence  of  a  marginal  reference  to  the  history  of  Pyramus 
and  Thisbe  in  order  to  suggest  how  the  operation  was  effected : 
for,  as  it  stands,  the  R  V.  is  to  him  simply  unintelligible. 
Inasmuch  as  the  basket  ((nrvpk)  in  which  the  Apostle 
effected  his  escape  was  of  considerable  size,  do  but  think 
what  an  extravagantly  large  hole  it  must  have  been  to  enable 
them  both  to  get  through !  .  .  .  But  let  us  look  further. 

Was  it  then  in  order  to  bring  Scripture  within  the  capttcs 
of  *  a  Reader  of  ordinary  intelligence '  that  the  Revisers  have 
introduced  no  less  than  thirty  changes  into  dght-and-thirty 
words  of  S.  Peter's  2nd  Epistle  ?  Particular  attention  is 
invited  to  the  following  interesting  specimen  of  'Revision' 
It  is  the  only  one  we  shall  offer  of  the  many  contrasts  we 
had  marked  for  insertion.  We  venture  also  to  enquire, 
whether  the  Revisers  will  consent  to  abide  by  it  as  a 
specimen  of  their  skill  in  dealing  with  the  Preposition  ev  ? 


A.V. 

*•  And  beside  all  this,  giving 
all  diligence,  add  to  your  faith 
virtue ;  and  to  virtue  know- 
ledge ;  and  to  knowledge  tem- 
perance; and  to  temperance 
patience ;  and  to  patience  god- 
liness; and  to  godliness  bro- 
therly kindness ;  and  to  bro- 
therly kindness  charity.' — [2 
Pet.  i.  6-7.] 


B.V. 

1  a  3         4 

*  Yea,  and  for  this  very  cause 

0  0  7 

adding  on  your  part  all  dili- 
genoe,  in   your    faith    supply 

10  11 

virtue ;    and  in    your    virtue 

IS         IS 

knowledge;  and  in  your  know- 


14 


lA 


ledge  temperance ;  and  in  your 

16 

temperance  patience;   and  in 

17 

your  patience  godliness;  and 

18  19  ^  20         SI        S2 

in  your  godliness  love  of  the 

SS  M  85  S6       S7 

brethren ;  and  in  your  love  of 

28  S9  ao 

the  brethren  love.' 
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The  foregoing  strikes  us  as  a  singular  illustration  of 
the  Revisionists'  statement  {Preface,  iii.  2), — *We  made  no 
change  if  the  meaning  was  fairly  expressed  by  the  word  or 
phrase  that  was  before  us  in  the  Authorized  Version.'  To 
ourselves  it  appears  that  every  one  of  those  30  changes  is  a 
change  for  the  worse ;  and  that  one  of  the  most  exquisite 
passages  in  the  N.  T.  has  been  hopelessly  spoiled, — rendered 
in  fact  well-nigh  unintelligible, — by  the  pedantic  officious- 
ness  of  the  Revisers.  Were  they — (if  the  question  be  allow- 
able)— bent  on  removing  none  but  'plain  and  dear  errors* 
when  they  substituted  those  30  words  ?  Was  it  in  token  of 
their  stern  resolve  *  to  introduce  into  the  Text  as  few  altera- 
tions as  possible,'  that  they  spared  the  eight  words  which 
remain  out  of  the  eight-and-thirty  ? 

As  for  their  wooden  rendering  of  iv,  it  ought  to  suffice 
to  refer  them  to  S.  Mk.  i.  23,  S.  Lu.  xiv.  31,  to  prove  that  some- 
times iv  can  only  be  rendered  '  tvith :  * — and  to  S.  Luke  vii.  17, 
to  show  them  that  iv  sometimes  means  *  throughout :  * — and  to 
Col.  i.  16,  and  Heb.  i.  1,  2,  in  proof  that  sometimes  it  means 
'by.* — On  the  other  hand,  their  suggestion  that  iv  may  be 
rendered  'by'  in  S.  Luke  i.  51,  convicts  them  of  not  being 
aware  that  'the  proud-in-the-imagination-of-their-hearts'  i^ 
a  phrase — in  which  perforce  '  by '  has  no  business  whatever. 
One  is  surprised  to  have  to  teach  professed  Critics  and 
Scholars  an  elementary  fact  like  this. 

In  brief,  these  learned  men  are  respectfully  assured  that 
there  is  not  one  of  the  '  Parts  of  Speech '  which  will  consent 
to  be  handled  after  the  inhumane  fashion  which  seems  to  be 
to  themselves  congenial.  Whatever  they  may  think  of  the 
matter,  it  is  nothing  else  but  absurd  to  speak  of  an  Angel 
'  casting  his  sickle  into  the  earth '  (Rev.  xiv.  19). — As  for  his 
'pouring  out  his  bowl  upon  th<i  air*  (xvi.  17), — we  really 
fail  to  understand  the  nature  of  the  operation. — And  pray. 
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What  is  supposed  tx)  be  the  meaning  of  *  the  things  upon 
the  heavens ' — in  Ephesians  i.  10  ? 

Returning  to  the  preposition  hid  followed  by  the  genitive, 
— (in  respect  of  which  the  Revisionists  challenge  Criticism  by 
complaining  in  their  Preface  [iii.  3  ad  fin,']  that  in  the  A.  V. 
'ideas  of  instrumentality  or  of  mediate  agency,  distinctly 
marked  in  the  original,  have  been  confused  or  obscured  in  the 
Translation/) — we  have  to  point  out : — 

(Ist)  That  these  distinguished  individuals  seem  not  to  be 
aware  that  the  proprieties  of  English  speech  forbid  the  use  of 
*  through  *  (as  a  substitute  for  '  by  *)  in  certain  expressions 
where  instrumentality  is  concerned.  Thus, '  the  Son  of  man  * 
was  not  betrayed  *  through '  Judas,  but '  by '  him  (Matt.  xxvi. 
24 :  Luke  xxii.  22). — StiU  less  is  it  allowable  to  say  that  a 
prophecy  was  '  spoken,'  nay  *  written/  '  through  the  Prophet ' 
(MattL  i.  22  and  margin  of  ii.  5).  *  Who  spake  bt  the  Pro- 
phets/ is  even  an  article  of  the  Faith. 

And  (2ndly), — That  these  scholars  have  in  consequence 
adopted  a  see-saw  method  of  rendering  Sta, — sometimes  in 
one  way,  sometimes  in  the  other.  First,  they  give  us  *  wonders 
^nd  signs  done  by  the  Apostles '  (Acts  ii  43  ;  but  in  the 
margin,  *  Or,  through ') :  presently,  *  a  notable  miracle  hath 
been  wrought  through  them '  (iv.  16 :  and  this  time,  the 
margin  withholds  the  alternative,  '  Or,  by ').  Is  then  '  the 
true  meaning*  of  'by/  in  the  former  place,  'apparent  to  a 
Reader  of  ordinary  intelligence '  ?  but  so  obscure  in  the  latter 
as  to  render  necessary  the  alteration  to  '  through '  ?  Or  {sit 
venia  verbo), — Was  it  a  mere  '  toss-up '  with  the  Revisionists 
wJuit  is  the  proper  rendering  of  Sui  ? 

(3rdly),  In  an  earlier  place  (ii.  22),  we  read  of  *  miracles, 
wonders,  and  signs '  which  *  GoD  did  by '  Jesus  of  NazaretL 
Was  it  reverence,  which,  on  that  occasion,  forbad  the  use  of 
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*  through ' — even  in  the  margin  ?     We  hope  so  :  but  the  pre- 
position is  still  the  same — Sta  not  inro. 

Lastly  (4thly), — The  doctrine  that  Creation  is  the  work  of 
the  Divine  Word,  all  Scripture  attests.  'All  things  were 
made  by  Him '  (S.  Jo.  i.  3)  : — '  the  worid  was  made  by  Him  ' 
(ver.  10). — Why  then,  in  Col.  i.  16,  where  the  same  state- 
ment is  repeated, — ('  all  things  were  created  by  Him  and  for 
Him,') — do  we  find  '  through '  substituted  for  *  6y '  ?  And  w^hy 
is  the  same  offence  repeated  in  1  Cor.  viii.  6, — (where  we 
ought  to  read,  — '  one  God,  the  Father,  of  whom  are  all 
things  .  .  .  and  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  by  whom  are  all 
things ')  ? — Wliy,  especially,  in  Heb.  i.  2,  in  place  of  *  by 
whom  also  [viz.  by  the  Son]  He  made  the  worids,*  do  we 
find  substituted  '  through  whom '?....  And  why  add  to 
this  glaring  inconsistency  the  wretched  vacillation  of  giving 
us  the  choice  of  '  through '  (in  place  of  *  by ')  in  the  margin  of 
S.  John  i.  3  and  10,  and  not  even  offering  us  the  alternative 
of  *by'  (in  place  of  '  through ')  in  any  of  the  other  places, — 
although  the  preposition  is  Sid  on  every  occasion  ? 

And  thus  much  for  the  Revisers'  handling  of  the  Preposi- 
tions. We  shall  have  said  all  that  we  can  find  room  for, 
when  we  have  further  directed  attention  to  the  uncritical 
and  unscholarlike  Note  with  which  they  have  disfigured  the 
margin  of  S.  Mark  i.  9.  We  are  there  informed  that, 
according  to  the  Greek,  our  Saviour  '  was  baptized  into  ths 
Jordan,^ — an  unintelligible  statement  to  English  readers,  as 
well  as  a  misleading  one.  Especially  on  their  guard  should 
the  Revisers  have  been  hereabouts, — seeing  that,  in  a  place 
of  vital  importance  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  open  page 
(viz.  in  S.  Matth.  xxviii.  19),  they  had  already  substituted 
^into'  for  *m.'  This  latter  alteration,  one  of  the  Revisers 
(Dr.  Vance  Smith)  rejoices  over,  because  it  obliterates  (in  his 
account)   the   evidence  for  Trinitarian  doctrine.     Tliat   the 
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Revisionists,  as  a  body,  intended  nothing  less,  —  who  can 
doubt?  But  then,  if  they  really  deemed  it  necessary  to 
append  a  note  to  S.  Mark  i.  9  in  order  to  explain  to  the  public 
that  the  preposition  et?  signifies  *  into '  rather  than  *  m,' — 
why  did  they  not  at  least  go  on  to  record  the  elementary 
fact  that  eU  has  here  (what  grammarians  call)  a  'pregnant 
signification '  ?  that  it  implies — (every  schoolboy  knows  it !) — 
ancl  that  it  is  used  in  order  to  imply — that  the  Holy  One 
*  went  down  INTO,'  and  so,  '  was  ha^Hized  IN  the  Jordan  '?*... 
But  why,  in  tlie  name  of  common  sense,  did  not  the  Remsionists 
let  the  Preposition  alone  ? 

IX.  The  Margin  of  the  Revision  is  the  last  point  to  which 
our  attention  is  invited,  and  in  the  following  tenns : — 

*  The  suhject  of  the  Marginal  Notes  deserves  special  attention. 
They  represent  the  results  of  a  large  amount  of  careful  and 
elaborate  discussion,  and  will,  perhaps,  by  their  very  presence, 
indicate  to  some  extent  the  intricacy  of  many  of  the  questions 
that  have  almost  daily  come  before  us  for  decision.  These 
Notes  fall  imo  four  main  groups : — First,  Notes  specifying  such 
differences  of  reading  a.s  were  judged  to  be  of  sufficient  import- 
ance to  require  a  particular  notice ; — Secondly,  Notes  indicating 
the  exact  rendering  of  words  to  which,  for  the  sake  of  English 
idiom,  we  were  obliged  to  give  a  less  exact  rendering  in  the 
text; — Thirdly,  Notes,  very  few  in  number,  affording  some  ex- 
planation which  the  original  appeared  to  require ;— Fourthly^ 
Alternative  RenderingH  in  difficult  or  debateable  passages.  The 
Notes  of  this  last  group  are  numerous,  and  largely  in  excess  of 
those  which  were  admitted  by  our  predecessors.  In  the  270 
years  that  have  passed  away  since  their  labours  were  concluded, 
the  Sacred  Text  has  been  minutely  examined,  discussed  in  every 
detail,  and  analysed  with  a  grammatical  precision  unknown  in 
the  days  of  the  last  Revision.     Tliere  has  thus  been  accumn* 


*  Consider  S.  Matth.  iii.  16, — avc/3i;  airi  tov  vbarov :  and  vcr.  6, — «;9a9r- 
riCovTO  fv  T^  *Iopbdvrf, 
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lated  a  largo  amount  of  materials  that  have  prepared  the  way 
for  different  renderings,  which  necessarily  came  under  discus- 
sion.' — {Prefacey  iii.  4.) 

When  a  body  of  distinguished  Scholars  bespeak  attention 
to  a  certain  part  of  their  work  in  such  terms  as  these,  it  is 
painful  for  a  Critic  to  be  obliged  to  declare  that  he  has 
surveyed  this  department  of  their  undertaking  with  even  less 
satisfaction  than  any  other.  So  long,  however,  as  he  assigns 
the  grounds  of  his  dissatisfaction,  the  Reviewed  cannot  com- 
plain. The  Reviewer  puts  himself  into  their  power.  If  he  is 
mistaken  in  his  censure,  his  credit  is  gone.  Let  us  take  the 
groups  in  order : — 

(1)  Having  already  stated  our  objections  against  the  many 
Notes  which  specify  Textual  errors  which  the  Revisionists 
declined  to  adopt, — we  shall  here  furnish  only  two  instances 
of  the  mischief  we  deplore : — 

(a)  Against  the  words,  *  And  while  they  abode  in  Galilee  * 
(S.  Matthew  xvii.  22),  we  find  it  stated, — 'Some  ancient 
authorities  read  were  gathering  themselves  together.*  The  plain 
English  of  which  queer  piece  of  information  is  that  k  and  B 
exhibit  in  this  place  an  impossible  and  untranslatable  Read- 
ing,— the  substitution  of  which  for  avaarp€<f>o[iivwv  Se  airr&p 
can  only  have  proceeded  from  some  Western  critic,  who  was 
sufficiently  unacquainted  with  the  Greek  language  to  suppose 
that  z\U'OTp€<f>ofi€V€ov  Se  aur&v,  might  possibly  be  the  exact 
equivalent  for  Coy-versantHncs  autem  illis.  This  is  not  the 
place  for  discussing  a  kind  of  hallucination  which  prevailed 
largely  in  the  earliest  age,  especially  in  regions  where  Greek 
was  habitually  read  through  Latin  spectacles.  (Thus  it  was, 
obviously,  that  the  preposterous  substitution  of  Euraquilo 
for  *  Euroclydon,'  in  Acts  xx\di.  14,  took  its  rise.)  Such 
blunders  would  be  laughable  if  encountered  anywhere  except 
on  holy  ground.     Apart,  however,  from  the  lamentable  lack 
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of  critical  judgment  which  a  marginal  note  like  the  present 
displays,  what  is  to  be  thought  of  the  scholarship  which 
elicits  '  WTiile  they  were  gathering  themselves  together '  out  of 
avoTpeifMfAivtDP  Sk  avr&v  ?  Are  we  to  suppose  that  the  clue 
to  the  Eevisers'  rendering  is  to  be  foimd  in  (o-i/crrpe^ain-o?) 
Acts  xxviii.  3  ?  We  should  be  sorry  to  think  it.  They  are 
assured  that  the  source  of  the  Texttud  blunder  which  they 
mistranslate  is  to  be  found,  instead,  in  Baruch  iii.  38.^ 

(6)  For  what  conceivable  reason  is  the  world  now  informed 
tliat,  instead  of  Melita, — 'some  ancient  authorities  read 
Melitene/  in  Acts  xxviii.  1  ?  Is  every  pitiful  blunder  of  cod. 
B  to  live  on  in  the  margin  of  every  Englishman's  copy  of  the 
New  Testament,  for  ever  ?  Why,  all  other  MSS. — the  Syriac 
and  the  Latin  versions, — Pamphilus  of  Caesarea  *  (a.d.  294), 
the  friend  of  Eusebius, — Cyril  of  Jerusalem,^ — Chryso- 
stom, * — John  Damascene,* — all  the  Fathers  in  short  who 
quote  the  place ;  —  the  coins,  the  ancient  geographers ; — 
all  read  MeXirtf ;  which  has  also  been  acquiesced  in  by  every 
critical  Editor  of  the  N.  T. — (excepting  always  Drs,  Westcott 
and  HoTt\  from  the  invention  of  Printing  till  now.  But 
because  these  two  misguided  men,  without  apology,  ex- 
planation, note  or  comment  of  any  kind,  have  adopted 
'  Melitene'  into  their  text,  is  the  Church  of  England  to  be 
dragged  through  the  mire  also,  and  made  ridiculous  in  the 
eyes  of  Christendom  ?  This  blunder  moreover  is  *  gross  as  a 
mountain,  open,  palpable.'  One  glance  at  the  place,  written 
in  uncials,  explains  how  it  arose: — M€}uT7jHUHaoaKa\ecra4,. 
Some  stupid  scribe  (as  the  reader  sees)  has  connected  the 
first  syllable  of  pfja-o<:  with  the  last  syllable  of  MeXmy.*    That 


^  iv  rots  dv3pwrois  avvap^arpaKftvi,  '  Gralland.  iv.  6  b  bis, 

'  P.  279.  *  ix.  400.  *  ii.  707. 

*  The  circumstance  is  noticed  and  explained  in  the  same  way  by  Dr. 


Field  in  his  delightful  Otium  Norvicenae. 


N 
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is  all  I  The  blunder — (for  a  blunder  it  most  certainly  is) — 
belongs  to  the  age  and  country  in  which  *  MeliteTU  *  was  by 
far  the  more  familiar  word,  being  the  name  of  the  metropolitan 
see  of  Armenia ;  *  mention  of  which  crops  up  in  the  Concilia 
repeatedly.^ 

(2)  and  (4)  The  second  and  the  fourth  group  may  be  con- 
sidered together.  The  former  comprises  those  words  of  which 
the  less  exact  rendering  finds  place  in  the  Text : — the  latter, 
'  Alternative  renderings  in  difficult  and  debateable  passages.' 

We  presume  that  here  our  attention  is  specially  invited  to 
such  notes  as  the  following.  Against  1  Cor.  xv.  34, — *  Awake 
out  of  drunkenness  righteously : ' — against  S.  John  i.  14, — *  an 
only  begotten  from  a  father : ' — ^against  1  Pet.  iii.  20, — '  into 
which  few,  thai  is,  eight  sotUs,  were  brought  safely  through 
water:' — against  2  Pet.  iii.  7, — *  stored  toithftre:' — against 
S.  John  xviii.  37, — *  Thov,  sayest  it,  because  I  am  a  king : ' — 
against  Ephes.  iii.  21, — *  All  the  generations  of  the  age  of  the 
a/ge» : ' — against  Jude  ver.  14, — '  His  holy  myriads : ' — against 
Heb.  xii.  18, — *  a  palpable  and  kindled  fire : ' — against  Lu.  xv. 
31, — *  Child,  thou  art  ever  with  me  :* — against  Matth.  xxi.  28, 
— *  Child,  go  work  to-day  in  my  vineyard  : ' — against  xxiv. 
3, — '  What  shall  be  the  sign  of  Thy  presence,  and  of  the  con- 
summation of  the  age?'  —  against  Tit.  i.  2,  —  'before  times 
eternal : '  against  Mk.  iv.  29, — *  When  the  fruit  allowcth  [and 
why  not  'yiddeth  itself'?],  straightway  he  sendeth  forth  the 
sickle : ' — against  Ephes.  iv.  17, — *  through  every  joint  of  the 
s^ipply :' — against  ver.  29, — *the  building  up  of  the  n£ed:' — 
against  Lu.  ii.  29, — *  Master,  now  lettest  thou  Thy  bond- 
servant depart  in  peace : ' — against  Acts  iv.  24, — *  0  Master, 
thou  that  didst  make  the  heaven  and  the  earth:' — against 


'  Concilia,  iv.  79  e. 

*  Thus  Cyril  addresses  one  of  liis  Epistles  to  Acacins  Bp.  of  Melitene, — 
Concilia,  iii.  1111. 
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Lu.  L  78, — *  Because  of  the  heart  of  mercy  of  our  God/  Con- 
cerning all  such  renderings  we  will  but  say,  that  although 
they  are  unquestionably  better  in  the  Margin  than  in  the 
Text;  it  also  admits  no  manner  of  doubt  that  they  would 
have  been  best  of  all  in  neither.  Were  the  Eevisionists 
serious  when  they  suggested  as  the  more  *  exact '  rendering  of 
2  Pet.  i.  20, — *  No  prophecy  of  Scripture  is  of  dfpedal  inter- 
pretation *  ?  And  what  did  they  mean  (1  Pet.  ii.  2)  by  '  the 
spirittud  milk  which  is  without  guile '  ? 

Not  a  few  marginal  glosses  might  have  been  dispensed 
with.  Thus,  against  BiBda-KcCKof;,  upwards  of  50  times  stands 
the  Annotation,  *  Or,  teacher.' — -"A/oto^,  (another  word  of  per- 
petual recurrence,)  is  every  time  explained  to  mean  '  a  loaf.' 
But  is  this  reasonable  ?  seeing  that  ^ofyelv  aprov  (Luke  xiv.  1) 
can  mean  nothing  else  but  *  to  eat  bread : '  not  to  mention 
the  petition  for  '  daily  bread '  in  the  Lord's  prayer.  These 
learned  men,  however,  do  not  spare  us  even  when  mention  is 
made  of  'taking  the  children's  bread  and  casting  it  to  the 
dogs '  (Mk.  vii.  27)  :  while  in  the  enquiry, — '  If  a  son  shall 
ask  bread  of  any  of  you  that  is  a  father '  (Lu.  xi.  11),  *  loaf*  is 
actually  thrust  into  the  text. — We  cannot  understand  why 
such  marked  favour  has  been  shown  to  similar  easy  words. 
Aov\o9,  occurring  upwards  of  100  times  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, is  invariably  honoured  (sometimes  [as  in  Jo.  xv.  15] 
tivice  in  the  course  of  tlie  same  verse)  with  2  lines  to  itself,  to 
explain  that  in  Greek  it  is  *  bondservant! — About  60  times, 
Sai/jMPiov  is  explained  in  the  margin  to  be  *  dem^on '  in  the 
Greek. — It  has  been  deemed  necessary  15  times  to  devote 
three  lines  to  explain  the  value  of  *a  penny.* — Whenever 
ritcvov  is  rendered  'Son,*  we  are  molested  with  a  marginal 
annotation,  to  the  effect  that  the  Greek  word  means  '  child,' 
Had  the  Revisionists  been  consistent,  the  margins  would  not 
nearly  have  sufficed  for  the  many  interesting  details  of  this 

N  2 
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nature  with  which  their  knowledge  of  Greek  would  have 
furnished  them. 

May  we  be  allowed  to  suggest,  that  it  would  have  been 
better  worth  while  to  explain  to  the  unlearned  that  ap^Bti 
in  S.  Peter's  vision  (Acts  x.  11 ;  xi.  5)  in  strictness  means 
not  'comers/  but  'beginnings'  [cf.  Gen.  ii.  10]: — ^that  t^ 
irpdynjv  (in  Lu.  xv.  22)  is  literally  *  the  first '  [cf.  Gen.  iii.  7] 
(not  *  the  best')  '  robe : ' — that  aXvOivo^  (e.g.  in  Lu.  xvi.  11 : 
Jo.  L  9 :  vi  32  ;  and  especially  in  xv.  1  and  Heb.  viii.  2  and 
ix.  24)  means  'very*  or  'real/  rather  than  'true'? — And 
when  two  different  words  are  employed  in  Greek  (as  in  S.  Jo. 
xxi.  15,  16,  17 :— S.  Mk.  vii.  33,  35,  &c.  &c.),  would  it  not 
have  been  as  well  to  try  to  represent  them  in  English  ?  For 
want  of  such  assistance,  no  unlearned  reader  of  S.  Matth.  iv. 
18,  20,  21 :  S.  Mk.  L  16,  18,  19  :  S.  Lu.  v.  2,— will  ever  be 
able  to  understand  the  precise  circumstances  under  which 
the  first  four  Apostles  left  their  '  nets' 

(3)  The  third  group  consists  of  Hxplanatory  Notes  required 
by  the  obscurity  of  the  original.  Such  must  be  the  anno- 
tation against  S.  Luke  i.  15  (explanatory  of  *  strong  drink '), — 
'  Gr.  sikera,'  And  yet,  the  word  (a-Uepa)  happens  to  be  not 
Greek,  but  Hebrew. — On  the  other  hand,  such  must  be  the 
annotation  against  fitapd,  in  S.  Matth.  v.  22  : — '  Or,  Moreh,  a 
Hebrew  expression  of  condemnation ; '  which  statement  is 
incorrect.  The  word  proves  to  he  not  Hebrew,  but  .Greek. — 
And  this,  against '  Maran  atha '  in  1  Cor.  xvi.  22, — '  That  is, 
Our  Lord  cometh : '  which  also  proves  to  be  a  mistake.  The 
phrase  means  'Our  Lord  is  come,' — which  represents  a  widely 
different  notion.* — Surely  a  room-full  of  learned  men,  volun- 
teering to  put  the  N.  T.  to-rights,  ought  to  have  made  more 


>  See  Dr.  Field's  delightful  Otium  Norvicense  (Pars  tertia),  1881,  pp. 
1*4  and  110,  111.  This  masterly  contribution  to  Sacred  Criticism  ought  to 
be  in  the  hands  of  every  student  of  Scripture. 
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sure  of  their  elementary  facts  before  they  ventured  to  com- 
promise the  Church  of  England  after  this  fashion  ! — Against 
'  the  husks  which  the  swine  did  eat '  (Lu.  xv.  16),  we  find, '  Gr. 
the  pods  of  the  carob  tree,' — which  is  really  not  true.  The  Greek 
word  is  Kepdria, — which  only  signifies  *  the  pods  of  the  carob 
tree,'  as  '  French  beans '  signifies  '  the  pods  of  the  P?uiseolus 
vulgaris,' — By  the  way,  is  it  quite  certain  that  fivXjo^  oviko^; 
[in  Matth.  xviii.  6  and  Lu.  xvii.  2  (not  Mk.  ix.  42)]  signifies 
'  a  mUl'Stone  turned  by  an  ass' 1  Hilary  certainly  thought  so  : 
but  is  the  thing  at  all  likely  ?  What  if  it  should  appear  that 
fjLvTu)^  oviKo^  merely  denotes  the  upper  mill-stone  (XlOo^ 
fivTuKo^,  as  S.  Mark  calls  it, — the  stone  that  grinds),  and  which 
we  know  was  called  Svo^  by  the  ancients?* — Why  is  *the 
brook  Cedron'  (Jo.  xviii.  1)  first  spelt  'Kidron,'  and  then 
explained  to  mean  *  ravine  of  the  cedars '  ?  which  '  Kidron '  no 
more  means  than  *  Kishon '  means  *  of  the  ivies' — (though  the 
Septuagintal  usage  [Judges  iv.  13  :  Ps.  Ixxxiii.  9]  shows  that 
T&v  Kura&v  was  its  common  Hellenistic  designation).  As 
for  calling  the  Kidron  *a  ravine'  you  might  as  well  call 
'Mercury'  in  "Tom  quad'  *a  lake'  'Infelicitous'  is  the 
mildest  epithet  we  can  bestow  upon  marginal  annotations 
crude,  questionable, — even  inaccurate  as  these. 

Then  further,  '  Simon,  the  son  of  Jona '  (in  S.  John  i.  42 
and  xxi.  15),  is  for  the  first  time  introduced  to  our  notice 
by  the  Eevisionists  as  '  the  son  of  John : '  with  an  officious 
marginal  annotation  that  in  Greek  the  n^mie  is  written 
'  loan^.'  But  is  it  fair  in  the  Revisers  (we  modestly  ask) 
to  thrust  in  this  way  the  betises  of  their  favourite  codex  B 
upon  us  ?  In  no  codex  in  the  world  except  the  VcUican  codex 
B,  is  'Joannes'  spelt  'loanes'  in  this  place.  Besides,  the 
name  of  Simon  Peter's  father  was  not  'John'  at  all,  but 
'  Jona,' — as  appears  from  S.  Matth.  xvi.  17,  and  the  present 


^  See  Hesychius,  and  the  notes  on  the  place. 
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two  places  in  S,  John's  Gospel ;  where  the  evidence  against 
'  loannes '  is  overwhelming.  This  is  in  fact  the  handy-work  of 
Dr.  Hort,  But  surely  the  office  of  marginal  notes  ought  to  be 
to  assist,  not  to  mislead  plain  readers :  honestly,  to  state /oc^, 
— ^not,  by  a  side-wind,  to  commit  the  Church  of  England  to  a 
new  (and  absurd)  Textual  theory  !  The  a^cttud  Truths  we  insist, 
should  be  stated  in  the  margin,  whenever  unnecessary  infor- 
mation is  gratuitously  thrust  upon  unlearned  and  unsuspicious 
readers.  .  .  .  Thus,  we  avow  that  we  are  offended  at  reading 
(against  S.  John  i.  18) — *Many  very  ancient  authorities  read 
*  OoD  only  begotten : '  whereas  the  '  authorities '  alluded  to 
read  fiovoyevij^;  ©€09, — (whether  with  or  without  the  article 
[o]  prefixed,) — wliicli  (as  the  Eevisionists  are  perfectly  well 
aware)  means  'the  only-begotten  God'  and  no  other  thing. 
Why  then  did  they  not  say  so  ?  Because  (we  answer) — tfiey 
were  ashamed  of  the  expression.  But  to  proceed. — The  in- 
formation is  volimteered  (against  Matth.  xxvi.  36  and  Mk. 
xiv.  32)  that  j(o>pu)v  means  *  an  enclosed  piece  of  ground,' — 
which  is  not  true.  The  statement  seems  to  have  proceeded 
from  the  individual  who  translated  ayx^oSoi/  (in  Mk.  xi.  4) 
the  '  open  street : '  whereas  the  word  merely  denotes  the  *  high- 
way/— literally  the  *  tJwroughfare,* 

A  very  little  real  familiarity  with  the  Septuagint  would 
have  secured  these  Eevisers  against  the  perpetual  exposure 
which  they  make  of  themselves  in  their  marginal  Notes. — 
(a)  IXoiraf  raf;  rjfiipa^,  for  instance,  is  quite  an  ordinary 
expression  for  '  always,'  and  therefore  should  not  be  exhibited 
(in  the  margin  of  S.  Matth.  xxviii.  20)  as  a  curiosity, — *  Gr. 
ail  the  days,* — So  (b)  with  respect  to  the  word  aidp,  which 
seems  to  have  greatly  exercised  the  Eevisionists.  What  need, 
every  time  it  occurs,  to  explain  that  €49  roif^  aUiva^  r&v 
altovoov  means  literally  '  unto  the  ages  of  the  ages '  ?  Surely 
(as  in  Ps.  xlv.  6,  quoted  Heb.  i.  8,)  the  esUiblished  rendering 
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('  for  ever  and  ever ')  is  plain  enough  and  needs  no  gloss ! — 
Again,  (c)  the  numeral  eU,  representing  the  Hebrew  substitute 
for  the  indefinite  article,  prevails  throughout  the  Septuagint, 
Examples  of  its  use  occur  in  the  N.  T.  in  S.  Matth.  viii.  19 
and  ix.  18 ; — xxvi.  69  (fiia  TraiBia/cr)),  Mk.  xii.  42 :  and  in 
Rev.  viii.  13:  ix.  13:  xviii.  21  and  xix.  17; — where  *(me 
scribe,'  '  one  ruler,'  '  one  widow,'  '  one  eagle,'  '  one  voice,'  '  one 
angel,'  are  really  nothing  eke  but  mistranslations.  True,  that 
eU  is  found  in  the  original  Greek :  but  what  then  ?  Because 
'  un£ '  means  '  one, '  will  it  be  pretended  that  '  Tu  es  une  bete  * 
would  be  properly  rendered  '  Thou  art  one  beast '  ? 

(d)  Far  more  serious  is  the  substitution  of  *  having  a  great 
priest  over  the  house  of  God  '  (Heb.  x.  21),  for  '  having  an 
high  priest : '  inasmuch  as  this  obscures  *  the  pointed  reference 
to  our  Lord  as  the  antitjrpe  of  the  Jewish  high  priest,' — who 
(except  in  Lev.  iv.  3)  is  designated,  not  ap^iepev^;,  but  either 
6  Up€v<;  6  fieya^,  or  else  6  Upev^  only, — as  in  Acts  v.  24  ^.  .  . 
And  (e)  why  are  we  presented  with  *  For  no  word  from  Ood 
shall  be  void  of  power*  (in  S.  Lukei.  37)  ?  Seeing  that  the 
Greek  of  that  place  has  been  fashioned  on  the  Septuagintal 
rendering  of  Gen.  xviii.  14  ('Is  anything  too  hard  for  the 
LoRof*  ^),  we  venture  to  think  that  the  A.  V.  ('for  with  Ood 
nothing  shall  be  impossible '  ^)  ought  to  have  been  let  alone. 
It  cannot  be  mended.  One  is  surprised  to  discover  that 
among  so  many  respectable  Divines  there  seems  not  to  have 
been  one  suflQciently  familiar  with  the  Septuagint  to  preserve 
his  brethren  from  perpetually  falling  into  such  mistakes  as 
the  foregoing.      We  really  had  no  idea  that  the  Hellenistic 


^  N9te8  designed  to  illustrate  some  expressions  in  the  Gk.  Test,  by  a 
reference  to  the  Lxx.,  &c.  By  C.  F.  B.  Wood,  Prsecentor  of  Llandaff, — 
Rivingtons,  1882,  (pp.  21,) — p.  17  : — an  admirable  performance,  only  far  too 
brief. 

^  M^  ddvvaTTiar€t  iraph  r^  Bf^  PIH^ » 

*  OvK  adi;var^(rci  ntipa  r^  3t^  nav  pfjtia. 
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scholarship  of  those  who  represented  the   Church  and  the 
Sects  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber,  was  so  inconsiderable. 

Two  or  three  of  the  foregoing  examples  refer  to  matters  of 
a  recondite  nature.  Not  so  the  majority  of  the  Annotations 
which  belong  to  this  third  group ;  which  we  have  examined 
with  real  astonishment — and  in  fact  have  remarked  upon 
already.  Shall  we  be  thought  hard  to  please  if  we  avow 
that  we  rather  desiderate  'Explanatory  Notes'  on  matters 
which  really  do  call  for  explanation  ?  as,  to  be  reminded  of 
what  kind  was  the  'net'  (dfi<f>i^rjaTpov)  mentioned  in  Mattli. 
iv.  18  (not  20),  and  Mk.  i.  16  (not  18) : — to  see  it  explained 
(against  Matth.  ii.  23)  that  netser  (the  root  of  'Nazareth') 
denotes  '  Branch : ' — and  against  Matth.  iii.  5  ;  Lu.  iii.  3,  that 
V  'rr€pi')((Dpo^  Tov  'lopSdvoVf  signifies  '  the  depressed  valley  of 
the  Jordan*  as  the  usage  of  the  LXX.  proves.^  We  should 
have  been  glad  to  see,  against  S.  Lu.  ix.  31, — '  Gr.  Uxodvs' — 
At  least  in  the  margin,  we  might  have  been  told  that '  Olivet ' 
is  the  true  rendering  of  Lu.  xix.  29  and  xxi.  37 :  (or  were  the 
Itevisionists  not  aware  of  the  fact  ?  They  are  respectfully  re- 
ferred to  the  Bp.  of  Lincoln's  note  on  the  place  last  quoted.) 
— Nay,  why  not  tell  us  (against  Matth.  i.  21)  that  '  Jesus  ' 
means  [not  *  Savimir*  but]  '  Jshovah  is  Salvation '  ? 

But  above  all,  surely  so  many  learned  men  ought  to  have 
spared  us  the  absurd  Annotation  set  against  'ointment  of 
spikenard '  (vdpSov  Trumtcip;,)  in  S.  Mark  xiv.  3  and  in  S.  John 
xii.  3.     Their  marginal  Note  is  as  follows : — 

*  Gr.  pistic  nard,  pistio  being  perhaps  a  local  name.  Others 
take  it  to  mean  genuine  ;  others  liquid.'' 

Can  Scholars  require  to  be  told  that '  liquid '  is  an  impossible 


'  [Pointed  out  to  me  by  Profestjor  Gandell, — whose  exquisite  familiarity 
with  Scripture  iH  only  equalled  by  his  readiness  to  communicate  his 
knowledge  to  others.] 
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sense  of  TriarLtcri  in  this  place  ?  The  epithet  so  interpreted 
must  be  derived  (like  'truno^  [Prom.  V,  v.  489])  from  trivto,  and 
would  mean  drinkable :  but  since  ointment  cannot  be  drunk, 
it  i,  eertam  that  ,«  n,„«  ».l,  the  .tymolog,  »t  th.  woM 
elsewhere.  And  why  should  the  weak  ancient  conjecture 
be  retained  that  it  is  '  perhaps  a  local  name  *  ?  Do  Divined 
require  to  have  it  explained  to  them  that  the  one  '  locality ' 
which  effectually  fixes  the  word's  meaning,  is  its  plaice  in  the 
everlasting  Oospel  /  .  .  .  Be  silent  on  such  lofty  matters  if 
you  will,  by  all  means;  but  'who  are  these  that  darken 
counsel  by  words  without  knowledge?'  S.  Mark  and  S. 
John  (whose  narratives  by  the  way  never  touch  exclusively 
except  in  this  place  *)  are  observed  here  to  employ  an  ordinary 
word  with  lofty  spiritual  purpose.  The  pure  faith  {irltmsi) 
in  which  that  offering  of  the  ointment  was  made,  determines 
the  choice  of  an  unusual  epithet  {irurrLKosi)  which  shall 
signify  'faithful*  rather  than  'genuine,' — shall  suggest  a 
moral  rather  than  a  commercial  quality :  just  as,  presently, 
Mary's  '  breaking '  the  box  {awrpv^aaa)  is  designated  by 
a  word  which  has  reference  to  a  broken  heart.*  She  '  con- 
trited'  it,  S.  Mark  says;  and  S.  John  adds  a  statement 
which  implies  that  the  Church  has  been  rendered  fragrant  by 
her  act  for  ever.^  (We  trust  to  be  forgiven  for  having  said 
a  little  more  than  the  occasion  absolutely  requires.) 

(5)  Under  which  of  the  four  previous  'groups'  certain 
Annotations  which  disfigure  the  margin  of  the  fitst  chapter  of 


1  fivpov  vdpliov  niariKTJs  and  firra(f>iaa'ii6st — S.  Mark  xiv.  3  and  8 :  S.  John 
xii.  3  and  7.  Hear  Origen  (apud  Hieron.  iii.  617) : — *  Non  de  nardo  pro- 
positum  est  nunc  Spiritui  8ancto  dicere,  neque  de  hoc  quod  oculis  intue- 
mur,  Evangelista  scribit,  unguento;  sed  de  nardo  spirituali*  And  so 
Jerome  himself,  vii.  212. 

'  Ps.  xzxiii.  18  (ryyvff  Yivpios  rois  avm-trpififupoit  rriv  Kopdiav):  If* 
Ivii.  16. 

'  Consider  Ignatius,  ad  Ephes,  c.  xvii.    Also,  the  exquisite  remark  of 

Theod.  Heracl.  in  Cramer^s  Cat, 
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S.  Matthew's  (Jospel,  should  fall, — we  know  not.    Let  them 
be  briefly  considered  by  themselves. 

So  dull  of  comprehension  are  we,  that  we  fail  to  see 
on  what  principle  it  is  stated  that — *  Earn,'  '  Asa,'  '  Amon,' 
'Shealtiel,'  are  in  Greek  ('Gr.')  'Aram'  *  Asaph'  'Amos* 
'  Salathid!  .  For  (1), — Surely  it  was  just  as  needful  (or  just 
as  needless)  to  explain  that  'Perez,'  *Zarah,'  'Hezron,' 
* Nahson,' are  in  Greek ' Phares* ' Zara*  'Esrom*  'Naa^on* — 
But  (2),  Through  what  *  necessity '  are  the  names,  which  we 
have  been  hitherto  contented  to  read  as  the  Evangelist  wrote 
them,  now  exhibited  on  the  first  page  of  the  Gospel  in  any 
other  way? ^—(3)  Assuming,  however,  the  0.  T.  spelling 
i«  to  be  adopted,  then  let  tcs  have  it  eocplained  to  us  why  *  Jeco- 
niah '  in  ver,  11  is  not  written  *  Jehoiakim '  ?  (As  for  *  Jeco- 
niah '  in  ver.  12, — it  was  for  the  Revisionists  to  settle  whether 
they  would  call  him  '  Jehoiachin,'  'Jeconiah,'  or  'Coniah.' 
[By  the  way, — Is  it  lawful  to  suppose  that  they  did  not  know 
that  *  Jechonias  '  here  represents  two  different  persons?]) — 
On  the  other  hand,  (4)  'Amos '  probably, — 'Asaph '  certainly, — 
are  corrupt  exhibitions  of '  Amon '  and  '  Asa : '  and,  if  noticed 
at  all,  should  have  been  introduced  to  the  reader's  notice 
with  the  customary  formula, '  some  ancient  authorities,'  &c. — 
To  proceed — (5),  Why  substitute  'Immanuel'  (for  'Emma- 
nuel ')  in  ver.  23, — only  to  have  to  state  in  the  margin  that 
S.  Matthew  writes  it  ' Emmanuel*  1  By  strict  parity  of 
reasoning,  against  'Naphtali'  (in  ch.  iv.  13,  15),  the  Re- 
visionists ought  to  have  written  'Gr.  Nephthaleim! — And 
(6),  If  this  is  to  be  the  rule,  then  why  are  we  not  told  that 


*  We  prefer  that  readers  should  be  reminded,  by  the  varied  form,  of  the 
Ortek  original.  In  the  extreme  case.  (Acts  vii.  45 :  Hebr.  iv.  8),  is  it  not 
far  more  edifying  that  attention  should  be  in  this  way  directed  to  the 
identity  of  the  names  *  Joshua '  and  '  Jrms^  than  that  the  latter  word 
should  be  entirely  obliterated  by  the  former ; — ^and  this,  only  for  the  sake 
of  unmistakeably  proclaiming,  (what  yet  must  needs  be  ixufectly  manifest, 
viz.)  that  'Joshua^  is  the  personage  spoken  of? 
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'  Mary  is  in  "  Gr.  Mariam  " '  ?  and  why  is  not  Zacharias 
written  *  Zcicharicih  *  ?  .  .  .  But  (to  conclude), — ^What  is  the 
object  of  all  this  officiousness  ?  and  (its  unavoidable  adjunct) 
all  this  inconsistency?  Has  the  spelling  of  the  42  names 
been  revolutionized,  in  order  to  sever  with  the  Past  and 
to  make  *  a  fresh  departure '  ?  Or  were  the  four  marginal 
notes  added  ordy  for  the  sake  of  obtaining,  by  a  side-wind,  the 
(apparent)  sanction  of  the  Church  to  the  preposterous  notion 
that  *  Asa '  was  written  *  Asaph  *  by  the  Evangelist — ^in  con- 
formity with  six  MSS.  of  bad  character,  but  in  defiance  of 
History,  documentary  Evidence,  and  internal  Probability? 
Canon  Cook  [pp.  23-24]  has  some  important  remarks  on 
this. 

X.  We  must  needs  advert  again  to  the  ominous  admission 
made  in  the  Eevisionists*  Preface  (iii.  2  init^,  that  to  some 
extent  they  recognized  the  duty  of  a  *  rigid  adherence  to  the 
rule  of  translating,  as  far  as  possible,  the  same  Greek  word  by 
the  same  English  word,'  This  mistaken  principle  of  theirs  lies 
at  the  root  of  so  much  of  the  mischief  which  has  befallen  the 
Authorized  Version,  that  it  calls  for  fuller  consideration  at  our 
hands  than  it  has  hitherto  (viz.  at  pp.  138  and  152)  received. 

The  '  Translators '  of  1611,  towards  the  close  of  their  long 
and  quaint  Address  *  to  the  Header,'  offer  the  following 
statement  concerning  what  had  been  their  own  practice : — 
*  We  have  not  tied  ourselves '  (say  they)  *  to  an  uniformity  of 
phrasing,  or  to  an  identity  of  words,  as  some  peradventur© 
would  wish  that  we  had  done.'  On  this,  they  presently 
enlarge.  We  have  been  'especially  careful,'  have  even 
'made  a  conscience,'  'not  to  vary  from  the  sense  of  that 
which  we  hfid  translated  before,  if  the  word  signified  the 
same  thing  in  both  places.'  But  then,  (as  they  shrewdly 
point  out  in  passing,)  '  there  be  same  ivords  that  be  not  of  the 
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smne  sense  everywhere,'  And  had  this  been  the  sum  of  their 
avowal,  no  one  with  a  spark  of  Taste,  or  with  the  least 
appreciation  of  what  constitutes  real  Scholarship,  would 
have  been  found  to  differ  from  them.  Nay,  even  when 
they  go  on  to  explain  that  they  have  not  thought  it  desirable 
to  insist  on  invmably  expressing  '  the  same  notion '  by  em- 
ploying '  the  same  particular  word ; ' — (which  they  illustrate 
by  instancing  terms  which,  in  their  account,  may  with 
advantage  be  diversely  rendered  in  different  places;) — we 
are  still  disposed  to  avow  ourselves  of  their  mind.  '  If  (say 
they,)  '  we  translate  the  Hebrew  or  Greek  word  once  purpose, 
never  to  call  it  intent;  if  one  where  jov/met/ing,  never  travel- 
ling ;  if  one  where  think,  never  suppose ;  if  one  where  pain, 
never  ache;  if  one  where  joy,  never  gladness; — thus  to  mince 
the  matter,  we  thought  to  savour  more  of  curiosity  than 
of  wisdom.'  And  yet  it  is  plain  that  a  different  principle 
is  here  indicated  from  that  which  went  before.  The  remark 
'  that  niceness  in  words  was  always  counted  the  next  step  to 
trifling,'  suggests  that,  in  the  Translators'  opinion,  it  matters 
little  which  word,  in  the  several  pairs  of  words  they  instance, 
is  employed;  and  that,  for  their  own  parts,  they  rather 
rejoice  in  the  ease  and  freedom  which  an  ample  vocabulary 
supplies  to  a  Translator  of  Holy  Scripture.  Here  also  how- 
ever, as  already  hinted,  we  are  disposed  to  go  along  with 
them.  Ehythm,  subtle  associations  of  thought,  proprieties 
of  diction  which  are  rather  to  be  felt  than  analysed, — any  of 
such  causes  may  reasonably  determine  a  Translator  to  reject 
'purpose,*  'journey,'  'think,'  'pain,'  'joy,' — in  favour  of 
'  intent,'  '  travel,' '  suppose,' '  ache,'  '  gladness.* 

But  then  it  speedily  becomes  evident  that,  at  the 
bottom  of  all  this,  there  existed  in  the  minds  of  the 
Bevisionists  of  1611  a  profound  (shall  we  not  rather  say 
a  prophetic  f)  consciousness,  that  the  fate  of  the  English 
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Language  itself  was  bound  up  with  the  fate  of  their  Trans- 
lation. Hence  their  reluctance  to  incur  the  responsibility  of 
tying  themselves  'to  an  uniformity  of  phrasing,  or  to  an 
identity  of  words.'  We  should  be  liable  to  censure  (such  is 
their  plain  avowal), '  if  we  should  say,  as  it  were,  unto  certain 
words,  Stand  up  higher,  have  a  place  in  the  Bible  always ; 
and  to  others  of  like  quality,  (Jet  you  hence,  be  banished  for 
ever.'  But  this,  to  say  the  least,  is  to  introduce  a  distinct  and 
a  somewhat  novel  consideration.  We  would  not  be  thought 
to  deny  that  there  is  some — perhaps  a  great  deal — of  truth 
in  it :  but  by  this  time  we  seem  to  have  entirely  shifted  our 
ground.  And  we  more  than  suspect  that,  if  a  jury  of  English 
scholars  of  the  highest  mark  could  be  impanelled  to  declare 
their  mind  on  the  subject  thus  submitted  to  their  judgment, 
there  would  be  practical  unanimity  among  them  in  declaring, 
that  these  learned  men, — with  whom  all  would  avow  hearty 
sympathy,  and  whose  taste  and  skill  all  would  eagerly 
acknowledge, — have  occasionally  pushed  the  license  they 
enunciate  so  vigorously,  a  little — perhaps  a  great  deal — too 
far.  For  ourselves,  we  are  glad  to  be  able  to  subscribe 
cordially  to  the  sentiment  on  this  head  expressed  by  the 
author  of  the  Preface  of  1881 : 

*  They  seem  '—(he  says,  speaking  of  the  Revisionists  of  1611) 
— *  to  have  been  guided  by  the  feeling  that  their  Version  would 
secure  for  the  words  they  used  a  lasting  plaoe  in  the  language ; 
and  they  express  a  fear  lest  they  should  "  be  charged  (by  scoffers) 
with  some  unequal  dealing  towards  a  great  number  of  good 
EnglLih  words,"  which,  without  this  liberty  on  their  part,  would 
not  have  a  place  in  the  pages  of  the  English  Bible.  Still  it  can- 
not be  doubted  that  their  studied  avoidance  of  uniformity  in  the 
rendering  of  the  same  words,  even  when  occurring  in  the  same 
context,  is  one  of  the  blemishes  in  their  work.' — Preface^  (i.  2). 

Yes,  it  cannot  be  doubted.  When  S.  Paul,  in  a  long  and 
familiar  passage  (2  Cor.  i  3-7),  is  observed  studiously  to 
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linger  over  the  same  word  {'rrapdKXrfac^  namely,  which  is 
generally  rendered  '  comfort ')  ; — ^to  harp  upon  it ; — to  repro- 
duce it  ten  times  in  the  course  of  those  five  verses; — it 
seems  unreasonable  that  a  Translator,  as  if  in  defiance  of  the 
Apostle,  should  on  four  occasions  (viz.  when  the  word  comes 
back  for  the  6th,  7th,  9th,  and  10th  times),  for  *  comfort* 
substitute  ' consolation*  And  this  one  example  may  serve  as 
well  as  a  hundred.  It  would  really  seem  as  if  the  Bevisionists 
of  1611  had  considered  it  a  graceful  achievement  to  vary  the 
English  phrase  even  on  occasions  where  a  marked  identity  of 
expression  characterizes  the  original  Greek.  When  we  find 
them  turning  '  goodly  apparel,'  (in  S.  James  ii.  2,)  into  *  gay 
clothing,'  (in  ver.  3,) — ^we  can  but  conjecture  that  they  con- 
ceived themselves  at  liberty  to  act  exactly  as  S.  James 
himself  would  (possibly)  have  acted  had  he  been  writing 
English. 

But  if  the  learned  men  who  gave  us  our  A.  V.  may 
be  thought  to  have  erred  on  the  side  of  excess,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  whatever,  (at  least  among  competent  judges,)  that 
our  Eevisiomsts  have  sinned  far  more  grievously  and  with 
greater  injury  to  the  Deposit,  by  their  sla\ish  proclivity  to 
the  opposite  form  of  error.  We  must  needs  speak  out 
plainly :  for  the  question  before  us  is  not.  What  defects  are 
discoverable  in  our  Authorized  Version  ? — but,  What  amount 
of  gain  would  be  likely  to  accrue  to  the  Church  if  the 
present  Eevision  were  accepted  as  a  substitute  ?  And  we 
assert  without  hesitation,  that  the  amount  of  certain  loss 
would  so  largely  outweigh  the  amount  of  possible  gain, 
that  the  proposal  may  not  be  seriously  entertained  for  a 
moment.  As  well  on  grounds  of  Scholarship  and  Taste,  as 
of  Textual  Criticism  (as  explained  at  large  in  our  former 
Article),  the  work  before  us  is  immensely  inferior.  To 
speak  plainly,  it  is  an  utter  failure. 
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XI.  For  the  respected  Authors  of  it  practically  deny  the 
truth  of  the  principle  enunciated  by  their  predecessors  of 
Ifill,  viz.  that '  there  he  some  words  that  be  not  of  the  same 
sense  everywhere.'  On  such  a  fundamental  truism  we  are 
ashamed  to  enlarge :  but  it  becomes  necessary  that  we  should 
do  so.  We  proceed  to  illustrate,  by  two  familiar  instances, — 
the  first  which  come  to  hand, — the  mischievous  result  which 
is  inevitable  to  an  enforced  uniformity  of  rendering. 

(a)  The  verb  alretv  confessedly  means  'to  ask.'  And 
perhaps  no  better  general  English  equivalent  could  be 
suggested  for  it.  But  then,  in  a  certain  context,  '  ask '  would 
be  an  inadequate  rendering:  in  another,  it  would  be  im- 
proper :  in  a  third,  it  would  be  simply  intolerable.  Of  all 
this,  the  great  Scholars  of  1611  showed  themselves  profoundly 
conscious.  Accordingly,  when  this  same  verb  (in  the  middle 
voice)  is  employed  to  describe  how  the  clamorous  rabble, 
besieging  Pilate,  claimed  their  accustomed  privilege,  (viz.  to 
have  the  prisoner  of  their  choice  released  unto  them,)  those 
ancient  men,  with  a  fine  instinct,  retain  Tyndale's  rendering 
*  desired '  ^  in  S.  Mark  (xv.  8), — and  his  *  reqtdred '  in  S.  Luke 
(xxiii.  23). — When,  however,  the  humble  entreaty,  which 
Joseph  of  Arimathea  addressed  to  the  same  Pilate  (viz.  that 
he  might  be  allowed  to  take  away  the  Body  of  Jesus),  is  in 
question,  then  the  same  Scholars  (following  Tyndale  and 
Cranmer),  with  the  same  propriety  exhibit  ' begged' — King 
David,  inasmuch  as  he  only  '  desired  to  find  a  habitation  for 
the  God  of  Jacob,'  of  course  may  not  be  said  to  have  '  adced  * 
to  do  so ;  and  yet  S.  Stephen  (Acts  vii.  46)  does  not  hesitate 
to  employ  the  verb  ijirjeraTo, — So  again,  when  they  of  Tyre 
and  Sidon  approached  Herod  whom  they  had  offended :  they 


»  So,  iu  S.  Luke  xxiii.  25,  and  Acts  iii.  14 :  xiU.  28,— still  following 
Tyndale. 
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did  but '  desire '  peace.^ — S.  Paul,  in  like  manner,  addressing 
the  Ephesians :  '  I  desire  that  ye  faint  not  at  my  tribulations 
for  you.'  * 

But  our  Bevisionists, — possessed  with  the  single  idea 
that  alrelv  means  *  to  ask '  and  alreurOiu  *  to  ask  far' — ^have 
proceeded  mechanically  to  inflict  that  rendering  on  every  one 
of  the  foregoing  passages.  In  defiance  of  propriety, — of 
reason, — even  (in  David's  case)  of  historical  truth,' — they 
have  thrust  in  '  asked '  everywhere.  At  last,  however,  they 
are  encountered  by  two  places  which  absolutely  refuse  to 
submit  to  such  iron  bondage.  The  terror-stricken  jailer  of 
Philippi,  when  he  '  asked '  for  lights,  must  needs  have  done 
so  after  a  truly  imperious  fashion.  Accordingly,  the  *  called 
for '  *  of  Tyndale  and  all  subsequent  translators,  is  pro  hoc 
vice  allowed  by  our  Bevisionists  to  stand.  And  to  conclude, 
— When  S.  Paul,  speaking  of  his  supplications  on  behalf  of 
the  Christians  at  Colosse,  uses  tliis  same  verb  (alTovfievoi)  in 
a  context  where  '  to  ask  *  would  be  intolerable,  our  Bevisionists 
render  the  word  'to  make  request;*^ — though  they  might 
just  as  well  have  let  alone  the  rendering  of  ail  their  prede- 
cessors,— viz.  '  to  desire,* 

These  are  many  words,  but  we  know  not  how  to  make 
them  fewer.  Let  this  one  example,  (only  because  it  is  the 
first  which  presented  itself,)  stand  for  a  thousand  others. 
Apart  from  the  grievous  lack  of  Taste  (not  to  say  of  Scholar- 
ship) which  such  a  method  betrays, — w?io  sees  not  that  the 
only  excuse  which  could   have   been   invented   for  it   has 


»  Acts  xii.  20.  "  Eph.  iii.  13. 

'  For,  a8  the  story  plainly  shows  (2  Sam.  vii.  2,  3  ;  1  Chron.  xvii.  1,  2), 
it  was  only  *  tn  Ats  Aear< '  to  build  God  an  house  (1  Kings  viii.  17,  18). 
Hence  Cranmer's  *  he  would  fain '  have  done  so. 

*  Acts  xvi.  29.  »  Col.  i.  9. 
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disappeared  by  the  time  we  reach  the  end  of  our  investiga- 
tion ?  If  alrio),  alrovfuu  had  been  invariably  translated  '  ask/ 
*ask  for/  it  might  at  least  have  been  pretended  that  'the 
English  Eeader  is  in  this  way  put  entirely  on  a  level  with  the 
Greek  Scholar ;  * — though  it  would  have  been  a  vain  pretence, 
as  all  must  admit  who  understand  the  power  of  language. 
Oticc  make  it  apparent  that  just  in  a  single  place,  perhaps  in 
two,  the  Translator  found  himself  forced  to  break  through 
his  rigid  uniformity  of  rendering, — ^and  what  remains  but  an 
uneasy  suspicion  that  then  there  must  have  been  a  strain 
put  on  the  Evangelists'  meaning  in  a  vast  proportion  of  the 
other  seventy  places  where  alrelv  occurs?  An  unlearned 
reader's  confidence  in  his  guide  vanishes ;  and  he  finds  that 
he  has  had  not  a  few  deflections  from  the  Authorized  Version 
thrust  upon  him,  of  which  he  reasonably  questions  alike  the 
taste  and  the  necessity, — e.g.  at  S.  Matth.  xx.  20. 

(6)  But  take  a  more  interesting  example.  In  S.  Mark 
i.  18,  the  A.  V.  has,  'and  straightway  they  fm^sook*  (which 
the  Revisionists  alter  into  'left')  'their  nets.*  Why? 
Because  in  verse  20,  the  same  word  a(l>€m€^  will  recur ;  and 
because  the  Revisionists  propose  to  let  the  statement  ('  they 
left  their  father  Zebedee ')  stand.  They  *  level  up '  accord- 
ingly ;  and  plume  themselves  on  their  consistency. 

We  venture  to  point  out,  however,  that  the  verb 
a<f>tipa^  is  one  of  a  large  family  of  verbs  which, — always 
retaining  their  own  essential  signification, — yet  depend  for 
their  English  rendering  entirely  on  the  context  in  which 
they  occur.  Thus,  a<f>idva^  is  rightly  rendered  '  to  s^uffer'  in 
S.  Matth.  iii.  15  ; — '  to  leave,'  in  iv.  11 ; — *  to  let  have,'  in  v.  40 ; 
— *  to  forgive,'  in  vi.  12,  14,  15 ; — '  to  let,'  in  vii.  4 ; — *  to  yield 
up,'  in  xxvii.  50  ; — *  to  let  go,*  in  S.  Mark  xi.  6 ; — •  to  let  alone* 
in  xiv.  6.      Here  then,  by  the  admission  of  the  Revisionists, 

o 
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are  eight  diversities  of  meaning  in  the  same  word.  But  they 
.make  the  admission  grudgingly;  and,  in  order  to  render 
cUf>i€vai  as  often  as  possible  '  leave,*  they  do  violence  to  many 
a  place  of  Scripture  where  some  other  word  would  have  been 
more  appropriate.  Thus  *  laying  aside '  might  have  stood 
in  S.  Mark  vii.  8.  '  Suffered  *  (or  '  let ')  was  preferable  in 
S.  Luke  xii.  39.  And,  (to  return  to  the  place  from  which  we 
started,)  in  S.  Mark  i.  18,  'forsook'  was  better  than  'left.* 
And  why  ?  Because  men  '  leave  their  father,*  (as  the  Collect 
for  S.  James's  Day  bears  witness) ;  but  'forsake  all  covetous 
desires  *  (as  the  Collect  for  S.  Matthew's  Day  aptly  attests). 
For  which  reason, — '  And  they  sW  forsook  Him  '  was  infinitely 
preferable  to  '  and  they  all  left  Him,  and  fled,'  in  S.  Mark 
xiv.  50.  We  insist  that  a  vast  deal  more  is  lost  by  this 
perpetual  disregard  of  the  idiomatic  proprieties  of  the  English 
language,  than  is  gained  by  a  pedantic  striving  after  unifor- 
mity of  rendering,  only  because  the  Greek  word  happens  to 
be  the  same. 

For  it  is  sure  sometimes  to  happen  that  what  seems 
mere  licentiousness  proves  on  closer  inspection  to  be  unob- 
trusive Scholarship  of  the  best  kind.  An  illustration  presents 
itself  in  connection  with  the  word  just  now  before  us.  It  is 
found  to  have  been  our  Saviour's  practice  to  *  send  away' 
the  multitude  whom  He  had  been  feeding  or  teaching,  in 
some  formal  manner, — whether  with  an  act  of  solemn  bene- 
diction, or  words  of  commendatory  prayer,  or  both.  Accord- 
ingly, on  the  memorable  occasion  when,  at  the  close  of  a 
long  day  of  superhuman  exertion,  His  bodily  powers  suc- 
cumbed, and  the  Disciples  were  fain  to  take  Him  '  as  He 
was '  in  the  ship,  and  at  once  He  *  fell  asleep ; ' — on  that 
solitary  occasion,  the  Disciples  are  related  to  have  'sent  away 
the  multitudes,' — i.e.  to  have  formally  dismissed  them  on 
His  behalf,  as  they  had  often  seen  their  Master  do.     The 
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word  employed  to  designate  this  practice  on  two  memorable 
occasions  is  airdkieLv :  ^  on  the  other  two,  a^ihcu?  This 
proves  to  have  been  perfectly  well  understood  as  well  by  the 
learned  authors  of  the  Latin  Version  of  the  N.  T.,  as  by  the 
scholars  who  translated  the  Gospels  into  the  vernacular  of 
Palestine.  It  has  been  reserved  for  the  boasted  learning  of 
the  XlXth  century  to  misunderstand  tliis  little  circumstance 
entirely.  The  R.  V.  renders  S.  Matth.  xiii.  36, — not  'Then 
Jesus  sent  the  multitude  away'  (' dimissis  turbis '  in  every 
Latin  copy,)  but — *Tlien  He  left  the  multitudes.*  Also 
S.  Mark  iv.  36, — not  'And  when  they  had  sent  away  the 
multitude,'  (which  the  Latin  always  renders  '  et  dimittentes 
turbam/)  but — 'And  leaving  the  multitude.'  Would  it  be 
altogether  creditable,  we  respectfully  ask,  if  at  the  end  of 
1800  years  the  Church  of  England  were  to  put  forth  with 
authority  such  specimens  of '  Eevision '  as  these  ? 

{c)  We  will  trouble  our  Readers  with  yet  another  illus- 
tration of  the  principle  for  which  we  are  contending. — ^We 
are  soon  made  conscious  that  there  has  been  a  fidgetty 
anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  Revisionists,  everywhere  to  sub- 
stitute '  maid  *  for  '  damsel '  as  the  rendering  of  'jratZUncq.  It 
offends  us.  'A  damsel  named  Rhoda,'^ — and  the  'damsel 
possessed  with  a  spirit  of  divination,'* — might  (we  think) 
have  been  let  alone.  But  out  of  curiosity  we  look  further,  to 
see  what  these  gentlemen  will  do  when  they  come  to  S.  Luke 
xii.  45.     Here,  because  TratSa?  has  been  (properly)  rendered 

*  menservants,'  TraiSiaKo^,  they  (not  unreasonably)  render 

*  maidservants,' — whereby  they  break  their  rule.     The  crucial 


*  S.  Matth.  xiv.  15,  22,  23  (  =  S.  Mark  vi.  36,  45,  [and  note  the  substi- 
tution of  drroTttf  dfifwy  in  ver.  46] :  S.  Luke  ix.  12) :  and  xv.  32,  39  (=S. 
Mark  viii.  9).  '  S.  Matt.  xiu.  36 :  and  S.  Mark  iv.  36. 

'  Acts  xii.  13,  *  Acts  xvi.  16. 
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place  is  behind.  What  will  they  do  with  the  Divine 
'  Allegory  *  in  Galatians,  (iv.  21  to  31,) — where  all  turns  on 
the  contrast  ^  between  the  ircuSia-icrj  and  the  iXei/Oipa, — the 
fact  that  Hagar  was  a  '  bondniaid,*  whereas  Sarah  was  a  *free 
woman '  ?  *  Maid '  clearly  could  not  stand  here.  '  Maid- 
servant '  would  be  intolerable.  What  is  to  be  done  ?  The 
Revisionists  adopt  a  third  variety  of  reading, — thvs  surren- 
dering their  principle  entirely.  And  what  reader  with  a 
spark  of  taste,  (we  confidently  ask  the  question,)  does  not 
resent  their  substitution  of  *  handmaid'  for  'bondmaid' 
tliroughout  these  verses  ?  Who  will  deny  that  the  mention 
of  '  bondage '  in  verses  24  and  25  claims,  at  the  hands  of  an 
intelligent  English  translator,  that  he  shall  avail  himself  of 
the  admirable  and  helpful  equivalent  for  TratSur/n;  which,  as 
it  happens,  the  English  language  possesses?  More  than 
that.  Who — (except  one  who  is  himself  '  in  bondage — with 
his  children ') — w?io  does  not  respond  gratefully  to  the  exqui- 
site taste  and  tact  with  which  'bondmaid*  itself  has  been 
exchanged  for  'bondwoman*  by  our  translators  of  1611,  in 
verses  23,  30  and  31  ?  .  .  .  Verily,  those  men  understood 
their  craft!  'There  were  giants  in  those  days.'  As  little 
would  they  submit  to  be  bound  by  the  new  cords  of  the 
Philistines  as  by  their  green  withes.  Upon  occasion,  they 
could  shake  themselves  free  from  either.  And  why?  For 
the  selfsame  reason :  viz.  because  the  Spirit  of  their  God 
was  mightily  upon  them. 

Our  contention,  so  far,  has  been  but  this, — that  it  does 
not  by  any  means  follow  that  identical  Greek  words  and 
expressions,  wherever  occurring,  are  to  be  rendered  by  identi- 
cal words  and  expressions  in  English.  We  desire  to  pass  on 
to  something  of  more  importance. 


*  Verses  22,  23,  24,  26,  26,  30,  31. 
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Let  it  not  be  supposed  that  we  make  light  of  the  difficul- 
ties which  our  Eevisionists  have  had  to  encounter;  or  are 
wanting  in  generous  appreciation  of  the  conscientious  toil 
of  many  men  for  many  years ;  or  that  we  overlook  the  perils 
of  the  enterprise  in  which  they  have  seen  fit  to  adventure 
their  reputation.  If  ever  a  severe  expression  escapes  us,  it 
is  because  our  Revisionists  themselves  seem  to  have  so  very 
imperfectly  realized  the  responsibility  of  their  undertaking, 
and  the  peculiar  difficulties  by  which  it  is  unavoidably  beset. 
The  truth  is, — as  all  who  have  given  real  thought  to  the 
subject  must  be  aware, — the  phenomena  of  Language  are 
among  the  most  subtle  and  delicate  imaginable :  the  problem 
of  Translation,  one  of  the  most  manysided  and  difficult  that 
can  be  named.  And  if  this  holds  universally,  in  how  much 
greater  a  degree  when  the  book  to  be  translated  is  the  Bible  ! 
Here,  anything  like  a  mechanical  levelling  up  of  terms,  every 
attempt  to  impose  a  pre-arranged  system  of  uniform  render- 
ing on  words, — every  one  of  which  has  a  history  and  (so  to 
speak)  a  will  of  its  own, — is  inevitably  destined  to  result  in 
discomfiture  and  disappointment.  But  what  makes  this  so 
very  serious  a  matter  is  that,  because  Holt  Scripture  is  the 
Book  experimented  upon,  the  loftiest  interests  that  can  be 
named  become  imperilled ;  and  it  will  constantly  happen 
that  what  is  not  perhaps  in  itself  a  very  serious  mistake  may 
yet  inflict  irreparable  injury.  We  subjoin  an  humble  illus- 
tration of  our  meaning — the  rather,  because  it  will  afford  us 
an  opportunity  for  penetrating  a  little  deeper  into  the  pro- 
prieties of  Scriptural  Translation : — 

{d)  The  place  of  our  Lord's  Burial,  which  is  mentioned 
upwards  of  30  times  in  the  Gospels,  is  styled  in  the  original, 
fivrjfielov.  Tliis  appellation  is  applied  to  it  three  times  by 
S.   Matthew; — six   times   by   S.   Mark;  —  eight  times   by 
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S.  Luke ;  ^ — eleven  times  by  S.  John.  Only  on  four  occa- 
sions, in  close  succession,  does  the  first  Evangelist  call  it  by 
another  name,  viz.  roAfxy;}  King  James's  translators  (fol- 
lowing Tyndale  and  Cranmer)  decline  to  notice  this  diversity, 
and  imiformly  style  it  the  ' sepulchre'  So  long  as  it  belonged 
to  Joseph  of  Arimathea,  they  call  it  a  *  tomb  *  (Matth.  xxvii. 
60) :  when  once  it  has  been  appropriated  by  '  the  Lord  of 
Glory,'  ik  the  same  verse  they  give  it  a  different  English 
appellation.  But  our  Eevisionists  of  1881,  as  if  bent  on 
*  making  a  fresh  departure,*  everywhere  substitute  '  tomh  *  for 
'  sepulchre '  as  the  rendering  of  ^mffieiov. 

Does  any  one  ask, — ^And  why  should  they  not?  We 
answer.  Because,  in  connection  with  '  the  Sepulchre '  of  our 
Lord,  there  has  grown  up  such  an  ample  literature  and  such 
a  famous  history,  that  we  are  no  longer  able  to  sever  ourselves 
from  those  environments  of  the  problem,  even  if  we  desired 
to  do  so.  In  all  such  cases  as  the  present,  we  have  to 
balance  the  Loss  against  the  Gain.  Quite  idle  is  it  for  the 
pedant  of  1881  to  insist  that  Tcuf>o<;  and  fivtffieiov  are  two 
different  words.  We  do  not  dispute  the  fact.  (Then,  if  he 
must,  let  him  represent  to^o^  in  some  otlier  way.)  It 
remains  true,  notwithstanding,  that  the  receptacle  of  our 
Saviour's  Body  after  His  dissolution  will  have  to  be  spoken 
o{  as  '  tJie  Holy  Sepulchre  *  till  the  end  of  time ;  and  it  is 
altogether  to  be  desired  that  its  familiar  designation  should 
be  suffered  to  survive  unmolested  on  the  eternal  page,  in 
consequence.  There  are,  after  all,  mightier  laws  in  the 
Universe  than  those  of  grammar.  In  the  quaint  language  of 
our  Translators  of  1611 :  '  For  is  the  Kingdom  of  God  become 
words  or  syllables  ?  Why  should  we  be  in  bondage  to  them 


*  Twice  he  calls  it  fivrffia,         ^  Ch.  xxvii.  01,  64,  66  ;  xxviii.  1. 
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if  we  may  be  free  ?'  ...  As  for  considerations  of  etymo- 
logical  propriety,  the  nearest  English  equivalent  for  fivrifieiop 
(be  it  remembered)  is  not '  tomb/  but  *  maniiment' 

(c)  Our  Revisionists  seem  not  to  be  aware  that  270  years 
of  undisturbed  possession  have  given  to  certain  words  rights 
to  which  they  could  not  else  have  pretended,  but  of  which 
it  is  impossible  any  more  to  dispossess  them.     It  savours  of 
folly  as  well  as  of  pedantry  even  to  make  the  attempt. 
^iSaxn  occurs   30, — SiSaaKaXla    21   times,— in   the   N.   T. 
Etymologically,  both  words  alike  mean  "  teaching  ;  "  and  are 
therefore  indifferently  rendered  '  doctrina  *  in  the  Vulgate,* — 
for  which  reason,  *  doctrine  *  represents  both  words  indifferently 
in  our  A.  V,^    But  the  Revisers  have  well-nigh  extirpated 
'DOCTRINE'  from  the  N.  T. :  (1st),  By  making  '  teaching/  the 
rendering  of  Si£axv»^ — (reserving  '  doctrine '  for  BtSa^KoKia*) : 
and  (2ndly),  By  6  times  substituting  '  teaching '  (once,  *  learn- 
ing ')  for  *  doctrine,*  in  places  where  SLBaa-KaXla  occurs.*    This 
is  to  be  lamented  every  way.     The  word  cannot  be  spared  so 
often.     The  '  teachings '  of  our  Lord  and  of  His  Apostles  were 
the  '  doctrines '  of  Christianity.     When  S.  Paul  speaks  of  *  the 
doctrine  of  baptisms  *  (Heb.  vi.  2),  it  is  simply  incomprehen- 
sible to  us  why  '  the  teaching  of  baptisms '  should  be  deemed 
a  preferable  expression.    And  if  the  warning  against  being 
'  carried  about  with  every  wind  of  doctrine,*  may  stand  in 
Ephes.  iv.  14,  why  may  it  not  be  left  standing  in  Heb.  xiii.  9  ? 

*  Except  in  2  Tim.  iii,  16, — where  irp6s  didoo-iraXiav  is  rendered  ad 
docendum, 

■  Except  in  Rom.  xii.  7, — where  iv  rfi  bihaaKokiq.  is  rendered  *on 
teaching: 
'  Except  in  Rom.  xvi.  17,  where  they  render  it  *  doctrine: 

*  And  yet,  since  upwards  of  50  times  we  are  molested  with  a  marginal 
note  to  inform  us  that  didao-KoXor  means  '  Teacher,* — bidaa-Kokia  (rather 
than  didaxn)  might  have  claimed  to  be  rendered  '  teaching: 

*  Viz.  Rom.  xii.  7 :  1  Tim.  iv.  13,  16  :  v.  17 :  2  Tim.  iii.  10,  16.— 
Rom.  XV,  4. 
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(/)  In  the  same  spirit,  we  can  but  wonder  at  the  extravagant 
bad  taste  which,  at  the  end  of  500  years,  has  ventured  to 
substitute  *  howls '  for  *  vials '  in  the  Book  of  Revelation.^  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  venture  to  point  out  that  ^mXi;  no  more 
means  '  a  bowl  *  than  '  saucer  *  means  *  a  cup.*  But,  waiving 
this,  we  are  confident  that  our  Revisers  would  have  shown 
more  wisdom  if  they  had  let  alone  a  word  which,  having  no 
English  equivalent,  has  passed  into  the  sacred  vocabulary  of 
the  language,  and  has  acquired  a  conventional  signification 
which  will  cleave  to  it  for  ever.  '  Vials  of  wrath '  are  under- 
stood to  signify  the  outpouring  of  God's  wrathful  visitations 
on  mankind :  whereas  *  bowls '  really  conveys  no  meaning  at 
all,  except  a  mean  and  unworthy,  not  to  say  an  inconve- 
niently ambiguous  one.  What  must  be  the  impression  made 
on  persons  of  very  humble  station, — labouring-men, — when 
they  hear  of  '  the  seven  Angels  that  had  the  seven  howls  *  ? 
(Rev.  xvii.  1.)  The  (f>td\rf, — if  we  must  needs  *talk  like 
Antic^uaries — is  a  circular,  almost  flat  and  very  shallow 
vessel, — of  which  the  contents  can  be  discharged  in  an 
instant.  It  was  used  in  pouring  out  libations.  There  is,  at 
the  back  of  it,  in  the  centre,  a  hollow  for  the  first  joint  of 
the  forefinger  to  rest  in.  Patera  the  Latins  called  it. 
Specimens  are  to  be  seen  in  abundance. 

The  same  Revisionists  have  also  fallen  foul  of  the 
'  alabaster  box  of  ointment,' — for  which  they  have  substituted 
'  an  alabaster  crtise  of  ointment.'  *  But  what  is  a  '  cruse '  ? 
Their  marginal  note  says,  '  Or,  *  a  flask : '  but  once  more, 
what  is  *  a  flask '  ?  Certainly,  the  receptacles  to  which  that 
name  is  now  commonly  applied,  (e.g.  a  powder-flask,  a 
Florence  flask,  a  flask  of  wine,  &c.)  bear  no  resemblance 
whatever  to  the  vase  called  aXd^aarpov,     The  probability  is 


*  Eight  times  in  Rev.  xvi. 

■  B.  Matth.  xxvi.  7.     S.  Mark  xiv.  3.     S.  Luke  vii.  37. 
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that  the  receptacle  for  the  precious  ointment  with  which  the 
sister  of  Lazams  provided  herself,  was  likest  of  all  to  a  small 
medicine-bottle  {lecythus  the  ancients  called  it),  made  how- 
ever of  alabaster.  Specimens  of  it  abound.  But  why  not 
let  such  words  alone  ?  The  same  Critics  have  had  the  good 
sense  to  leave  standing  *  the  bag/  for  what  was  confessedly 
ahox'^  (S.  John  xii.  6 :  xiii.  29) ;  and  ' your  purses '  for  what 
in  the  Greek  is  unmistakably  '  your  girdles*^  (S.  Matth.  x.  9). 
We  can  but  repeat  that  possession  for  five  centuries  conveys 
rights  which  it  is  always  useless,  and  sometimes  dangerous, 
to  dispute.  *  Vials  *  will  certainly  have  to  be  put  back  into 
the  Apocalypse. 

((/)  Having  said  so  much  about  the  proposed  rendering 
of  such  unpromising  vocables  as  ^vrffieiov — BiBaxv — <t>tdkfi, 
it  is  time  to  invite  the  Header's  attention  to  the  calamitous 
fate  which  has  befallen  certain  other  words  of  infinitely 
greater  importance. 

And  first  for  'Aydirrj — a  substantive  noun  unknown  to 
the  heathen,  even  as  the  sentiment  which  the  word  expresses 
proves  to  be  a  grace  of  purely  Christian  growth.  What  else 
but  a  real  calamity  would  be  the  sentence  of  perpetual 
banishment  passed  by  our  Bevisionists  on  '  that  most  excel- 
lent gift,  the  gift  of  Charity,'  and  the  general  substitution 
of  '  Love '  in  its  place  ?  Do  not  these  learned  men  perceive 
that  '  Love '  is  not  an  equivalent  term  ?  Can  they  require 
to  be  told  that,  because  of  S.  Paul's  exquisite  and  life-like 
portrait  of  *  Chakity,*  and  the  use  which  has  been  made  of 
the  word  in  sacred  literature  in  consequence,  it  has  come  to 
pass  that  the  word  '  Charity '  connotes  many  ideas  to  which 
the  word  '  Love '  is  an  entire  stranger  ?  that  '  Love,'  on  the 
contrary,  has  come  to  connote  many  unworthy  notions 
which  in  '  Charity '  find  no  place  at  all  ?     And  if  this  1^ 

'  yXwtrtroKOfioj'.     Consider  the  Lxx.  of  2  Chron.  xxiv.  8,  10,  11. 
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8Q»  how  can  our  Bevisionists  expect  that  we  shall  endure 
the  loss  of  the  name  of  the  very  choicest  of  the  Christian 
graces, — and  which,  if  it  is  nowhere  to  be  found  in  Scripture, 
will  presently  come  to  be  only  traditionally  known  among 
mankind,  and  will  in  the  end  cease  to  be  a  term  clearly 
understood  ?  Have  the  Eevisionists  of  1881  considered  how 
firmly  this  word  *  Charity '  has  established  itself  in  the 
phraseology  of  the  Church, — ^ancient,  mediaeval,  modem, — 
as  well  as  in  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer  ?  how  thoroughly 
it  has  vindicated  for  itself  the  right  of  citizenship  in  the 
English  language?  how  it  has  entered  into  our  common 
vocabulary,  and  become  one  of  the  best  understood  of 
'  household  words '  ?  Of  what  can  they  have  been  thinking 
when  they  deliberately  obliterated  from  the  thirteenth 
chapter  of  S.  Paul's  1st  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians  the  nine- 
fold recurrence  of  the  name  of  *  that  most  excellent  gift,  tlie 
gift  of  Charity  '  ? 

(A)  With  equal  displeasure,  but  with  even  sadder  feel- 
ings, we  recognize  in  the  present  Eevision  a  resolute 
elimination  of  *  Miracles  '  from  the  N.  T. — Not  so,  (we  shall 
be  eagerly  reminded,)  but  only  of  their  Name,  True,  but  the 
two  perforce  go  together,  as  every  thoughtful  man  knows. 
At  all  events,  the  getting  rid  of  tJie  Name, — (except  in  the 
few  instances  which  are  enumerated  below,) — will  in  the 
account  of  millions  be  regarded  as  the  getting  rid  of  the 
thing.  And  in  the  esteem  of  all,  learned  and  unlearned 
alike,  the  systematic  obliteration  of  the  signifying  word 
from  the  pages  of  that  Book  to  which  we  refer  exclusively 
for  our  knowledge  of  the  remarkable  thing  signified, — cannot 
but  be  looked  upon  as  a  memorable  and  momentous  circum- 
stance. Some,  it  may  be,  will  be  chiefly  struck  by  the 
foolishness  of  the  proceeding:  for  at  the  end  of  centuries 
of  familiarity  with  such  a  word,  we  are  no  longer  able  to 
part  company  with  it,  even  if  we  were  inclined.     The  term 
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has  struck  root  firmly  in  our  Literature:  has  established 
itself  in  the  terminology  of  Divines:  has  grown  into  our 
common  speech.  But  further,  even  were  it  possible  to  get 
rid  of  the  words  *  Miracle '  and  *  Miraculous/  what  else  but 
abiding  inconvenience  would  be  the  result?  for  we  must 
still  desire  to  speak  about  the  things ;  and  it  is  a  truism  to 
remark  that  there  are  no  other  words  in  the  language  which 
connote  the  same  ideas.  What  therefore  has  been  gained 
by  substituting  *  sign*  for  *  miracle '  on  some  19  or  20  occa- 
sions— ('this  beginning  of  his  signs  did  Jesus/ — 'this  is 
again  the  second  sign  that  Jesus  did  *) — we  really  fail  to  see. 

That  the  word  in  the  original  is  <n]fi€iov,  and  that  arifulov 
means  *a  sign/  we  are  aware.  But  what  then?  Because 
dyy€Xo<;,  in  strictness,  means  *a  messenger,' — ypa^ij,  *a 
writing/ — irn'OKpiTq<;,  *an  actor,' — iKKkfjaia^  'an  assembly,' 
— evarffeKuovy  'good  tidings,' — iTrUrKonro^^y  'an  overseer,' — 
fia7rTurn]<;,  'one  that  dips/  —  TrapdSeuro^,  'a  garden/  — 
fiaOrjTrj^y  'a  learner/ — ^^ap/?,  'favour:' — are  we  to  forego 
the  established  English  equivalents  for  these  words,  and 
never  more  to  hear  of  '  grace,'  *  disciple,'  '  Paradise,'  '  Bap- 
tist/ 'Bishop/  'Gospel,'  'Church,'  'hypocrite,'  'Scripture,' 
'Angel'?  Is  it  then  desired  to  revolutionize  our  sacred 
terminology?  or  at  all  events  to  sever  with  the  Past,  and 
to  translate  the  Scriptures  into  English  on  etymological 
principles?  We  are  amazed  that  the  first  proposal  to 
resort  to  such  a  preposterous  method  was  not  instantly 
scouted  by  a  large  'majority  of  those  who  fi'equented  the 
Jerusalem  Chamber. 

The  words  under  consideration  are  not  only  not  equiva- 
lent, but  they  are  quite  dissimilar.  All  'signs'  are  not 
*  Miracles,' ^   though  all   ' Miracles '   are  undeniably   ' signs' 


1  E.g.  S.  Matth.  xxvi.  48.    S.  Luke  iL  12. 
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Would  not  a  marginal  annotation  concerning  the  original 
word,  as  at  S.  Luke  xxiii.  8,  have  sufficed  ?  And  why  was 
the  term  '  Miracle '  as  the  rendering  of  arffietov  ^  spared  only 
on  that  occasion  in  the  Gospels ;  and  only  in  connection  with 
S.  Peter's  miracle  of  healing  the  impotent  man,  in  the  Acts  ?* 
We  ask  the  question  not  caring  for  an  answer.  We  are 
merely  bent  on  submitting  to  our  Headers,  whether, — espe- 
cially in  an  age  like  the  present  of  wide-spread  unbelief  in 
the  Miraculous, — it  was  a  judicious  proceeding  in  our  Eevi- 
sionists  almost  everywhere  to  substitute  *  Sign '  for  *  Miracle ' 
as  the  rendering  of  trrffietov. 

(i)  Every  bit  as  oflTensive,  in  its  way,  is  a  marginal 
note  respecting  the  Third  Person  in  the  Trinity,  which  does 
duty  at  S.  Matth.  i.  18 :  S.  Mark  i.  8 :  S.  Luke  i.  15 :  Acts 
i.  2 :  Bom.  v.  5 :  Heb.  ii.  4.  As  a  rule,  in  short,  against 
every  fresh  first  mention  of  '  the  Holy  Ghost,'  five  lines  are 
pimctually  devoted  to  the  remark, — '  Or,  Holy  Spirit :  and 
80  throughout  this  hook'  Now,  as  Canon  Cook  very  fairly 
puts  the  case, — 

''Does  this  imply  tbat  the  marginists  object  to  the  word 
'  Ohost  '  ?  If  so,  it  must  be  asked,  On  what  grounds  ?  Cer* 
tainly  not  as  an  archaism.  The  word  is  in  every  Churchman's 
mouth  continually.  For  the  sake  of  consistency?  But  Dr. 
Vance  Smith  complains  bitterly  of  the  inconHstency  of  his 
colleagues  in  reference  to  this  very  question, — see  his  Textn 
and  Margins^  pp.  7,  8,  45.  I  would  not  suggest  a  doctrinal 
bias:  but  to  prove  that  it  had  no  influence,  a  strong,  if  not 
unanimous,  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  Bevisers  is  called  for. 
Dr.  Vance  Smith  alleges  this  notice  as  one  of  the  clearest  proofs 


'  Avyafus  is  rendered  ' miracle*  in  the  K.  V.  about  half-a-dozen  times. 

*  Acts  iv.  16,  22.—  On  the  other  hand,  *  sign '  was  allowed  to  represent 
Knififiov  repeatedly  in  the  A.  V.,  as  in  S.  Matth.  xii.  38,  &c,,  and  the  |)arallel 
places:  S.  Mark  xvi.  17,  20:  S.  John  xx.  30. 
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that  the  Revisers  ought  in  consistency  to  discard  the  word  as 
'  a  poor  and  almost  obsolete  equivalent  for  Spirit.' "  ^ 

But  in  fact  when  one  of  the  Eevisionists  openly  claims, 
on  behalf  of  the  Eevision,  that  ''in  the  most  substantial 
sense,"  (whatever  that  may  happen  to  mean,)  it  is  **  contrary 
to  fact"  "that  the  doctrines  of  popular  Theology  remain 
unaflFected,  imtouched  by  the  results  of  the  Revision,"* — 
Charity  itself  is  constrained  to  use  language  which  by  a 
certain  school  will  be  deemed  uncharitable.  If  doctrinal 
prepossession  had  no  share  in  the  production  under  review, 
— why  is  no  protest  publicly  put  forth  against  such  language 
as  the  foregoing,  when  employed  by  a  conspicuous  Member 
of  the  Revisionist  body  ? 

(j)  In  a  similar  spirit  to  that  which  dictated  our  remarks 
on  the  attempted  elimination  of  *  Miracles  *  from  the  N.  T.  of 
the  future, — we  altogether  disapprove  of  the  attempt  to 
introduce  *  is  Epileptic*  as  the  rendering  of  o-eXi/i/ta^erat,  in 
S.  Matth.  xvii.  15.  The  miracle  performed  on  *  the  lunatic 
child '  may  never  more  come  abroad  under  a  different  name. 
In  a  matter  like  this,  500  years  of  occupation,  (or  rather 
1700,  for  Uunaticiis'  is  the  reading  of  all  the  Latin  copies,) 
constitute  a  title  which  may  not  be  disputed.  '  Epileptic  * 
is  a  sorry  gloss — not  a  translation.  Even  were  it  demon- 
strable that  Epilepsy  exclusively  exhibits  every  feature  re- 
lated in  connection  with  the  present  case;^  and  that  sufferers 
from  Epilepsy  are  specially  affected  by  the  moon's  changes, 
(neither  of  which  things  are  certainly  true):  even  so,  the 
Revisionists  would  be  wholly  unwarranted  in  doing  violence 
to  the  Evangelist's  language,  in  order  to  bring  into  promi- 


^  Canon  Cook's  Beviaed  Version  of  the  first  three  Qospds  considered^  &c. 
— p.  26 :  an  admirable  performance, — unanswered,  because  unanswerable^ 
'  Dr.  Vance  Smith's  Revised  Texts  and  Margins^ — ^p.  45. 
»  S.  Matth.  xvii.  15 :  S.  Mk.  ix.  18,  20,  22,  26 :  S.  Lu.  ix.  39,  42. 
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nence  their  own  private  opinion  that  what  is  called  '  Lunacy ' 
here  (and  in  ch.  iv.  24)  is  to  be  identified  with  the  ordinary 
malady  called  'Epilepsy/  This  was  confessedly  an  extra- 
ordinary case  of  demoniacal  possession  ^  besides.  The  Eevi- 
sionists  have  in  fact  gone  out  of  their  way  in  order  to 
introduce  us  to  a  set  of  diffictdties  with  which  before  we 
had  no  acquaintance.  And  after  all,  the  English  reader 
desires  to  know — not,  by  any  means,  what  two-thirds  of  the 
Eevisionists  conjecture  was  the  matter  with  the  child,  but — 
what  the  child* s  Father  actually  said  was  the  matter  with  him. 
Now,  the  Father  undeniably  did  not  say  that  the  child  was 
*  Epileptic,'  but  that  he  was  '  Lunatic.'  The  man  employed  a 
term  which  (singular  to  relate)  has  its  own  precise  English 
equivalent ; — a  term  which  embodies  to  this  hour  (as  it  did 
anciently)  the  popular  belief  that  the  moon  influences  cer- 
tain forms  of  disease.  With  the  advance  of  Science,  civilized 
nations  surrender  such  Beliefs;  but  they  do  not  therefore 
revolutionize  their  Terminology.  *The  advance  of  Science,' 
however,  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Translation  of 
the  word  before  us.  The  Author  of  this  particular  rendering 
(begging  his  pardon)  is  open  to  a  process  'de  lunatico  in- 
quir&ndo  *  for  having  imagined  the  contrary. 

(ft)  The  foregoing  instances  suggest  the  remark,  that  the 
Ecclesiastical  Historian  of  future  years  will  point  with  concern 


'  Consider  our  Lobd*8  solemn  words  in  Mtt.  xvii.  21, — *  But  this  kind 
godh  not  out  save  by  prayer  and  fasting^ — 12  words  left  out  by  the  R.  V., 
though  witnessed  Xxihy  aUthe  Copies  hut^i  by  the  Latin,  Syriac,  Coptic, 
and  Armenian  Versions :  and  by  the  following  Fathers : — (1)  Origen,  (2) 
Tertullian,  (3)  the  Syriac  Clement,  (4)  the  Syriac  Canons  of  Eusebius,  (5) 
Athanasius,  (6)  Basil,  (7)  Ambrose,  (8)  Juvencus,  (9)  Chrysostom,  (10) 
Opus  imp,f  (11)  Hilary,  (12)  Augustine,  (13)  J.  Damascene,  and  others. 
Then  (it  will  be  asked),  why  have  the  Revisionists  left  them  out  ?  Because 
(we  answer)  they  have  been  misled  by  b  and  K ,  Cureton's  Syriac  and  the 
Sahidic, — as  untrustworthy  a  quaternion  of  witnesses  to  the  text  of 
Scripture  as  could  be  named. 
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to  the  sad  evidences  that  the  Church  had  fallen  on  evil  days 
when  the  present  Revision  was  undertaken.  With  fatal 
fidelity  does  it,  every  here  and  there,  reflect  the  sickly  hues 
of  *  modern  Thought,'  which  is  too  often  but  another  name 
for  the  latest  phase  of  Unfaithfulness.  Thus,  in  view  of 
the  present  controversy  about  the  Eternity  of  Future  Punish- 
ment, which  has  brought  into  prominence  a  supposed  dis- 
tinction between  the  import  of  the  epithets  *  eternal  '  and 
'  EVERLASTING,* — how  painful  is  it  to  discover  that  the  latter 
epithet,  (which  is  the  one  objected  to  by  the  unbelieving 
school,)  has  been  by  our  Revisionists  diligently  excluded* 
every  tivie  it  occurs  as  the  translation  of  aUi>pio<;,  in  favour  of 
the  more  palatable  epithet '  eternal ' !  King  James's  Trans- 
lators showed  themselves  impartial  to  a  fault.  As  if  to  mark 
that,  in  their  account,  the  words  are  of  identical  import,  they 
even  introduced  both  words  into  the  same  verse^  of  Scripture. 
Is  it  fair  that  such  a  body  of  men  as  the  Revisionists  of 
1881,  claiming  the  sanction  of  the  Convocation  of  the 
Southern  Province,  should,  in  a  matter  like  the  present, 
throw  all  their  weight  into  the  scale  of  Misbelief?  They 
were  authorized  only  to  remove  'plain  and  clear  errors,' 
They  were  instructed  to  introduce  '  as  few  changes  as  pos- 
sible,' Why  have  they  needlessly  gone  out  of  their  way, 
on  the  contrary,  indirectly  to  show  their  sympathy  with 
those  who  deny  what  has  been  the  Church's  teaching  for 
1800  years  ?  Our  Creeds,  Te  Deum,  Litany,  Offices,  Articles, 
— our  whole  Prayer  Book,  breathes  a  diflferent  spirit  and 
speaks  a  different  language.  .  .  .  Have  our  Revisionists  per- 
suaded the  Old  Testament  company  to  follow  their  example  ? 
It  will  be  calamitous  if  they  have.     There  will  be  serious 


'  The  word  is  only  not  banished  entirely  from  the  N.  T.  It  occurs 
twice  (viz.  in  Kom.  i.  20,  and  Jude  ver.  6),  but  only  as  the  rendering  of 
aidios,  *  S.  Matth.  xxY.  46. 
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discrepancy  of  teaching    between  the  Old  and  the  New 
Testament  if  they  have  not. 

(l)  What  means  also  the  fidgetty  anxiety  manifested 
throughout  these  pages  to  explain  away,  or  at  least  to 
evacuate,  expressions  which  have  to  do  with  Eternity  ? 
Why,  for  example,  is  '  the  world  (aldv)  to  come,'  invariably 
glossed  '  the  age  to  come '  ?  and  ek  roif^  al&va^  so  persistently 
explained  in  the  margin  to  mean, '  unto  the  ages '  ?  (See  the 
margin  of  Eom.  ix.  5.  Are  we  to  read  '  God  blessed  unto  the 
ages '  ?)  Also  ei^  rov^  ai&va^  r&v  amv<ov,  '  unto  the  ages  of 
the  ages '  ?  Surely  we,  whose  language  furnishes  expressions 
of  precisely  similar  character  (viz.  '  for  ever,'  and  '  for  ever 
and  ever '),  might  dispense  with  information  hazy  and  un- 
profitable as  this ! 

(m)  Again.  At  a  period  of  prevailing  unbelief  in  the 
Inspiration  of  Scripture,  nothing  but  real  necessity  could 
warrant  any  meddling  with  such  a  testimony  on  the  subject 
as  is  found  in  2  Tim.  iii.  16.  We  have  hitherto  been  taught 
to  believe  that  *All  Scripture  is  given  by  inspiration  of  GOD, 
and  is  profitable,'  &c.  The  ancients^  clearly  so  understood 
S.  Paul's  words :  and  so  do  the  most  learned  and  thoughtful 
of  the  modems.  Haaa  ypaff>ri,  even  if  it  be  interpreted 
'every  Scripture,'  can  only  mean  every  portion  of  those 
Upa  ypdfifjuiTa  of  which  the  Apostle  had  been  speaking  in 
the  previous  verse;  and  therefore  must  needs  signify  the 
whole  of  Scripture,'^    So  that  the  expression  '  all  Scripture ' 


*  Clemens  Al.  (p.  71)  says : — ras  ypa(f}as  6  'An-ooroXor  Btonvtvarovt 
jcoXci,  uif>9\ifjLovs  o0a-ac.  Tertullian, — Legimus  omnem  8cripturam 
mdificationi  habUem,  divinitus  inspirari,  Origen  (ii.  443), — vraa-a  ypa<fni 
6t67r»€v<rTos  oZaa  cuf^'Xt/io'ff  cWi.  Gregory  Nyss.  (ii.  605), — iraaa  ypa<^if 
BtairvtvaTos  Xtytrai,  DiaL  (ap.  Orig.  i.  808), — naaa  ypoxfiti  B€Air¥€WFTos 
Xcycrat  napa  rov  *Airo<rroXov.     So  Basil,  Chrysostom,  Cyril,  Theodoret,  &c. 

*  See  Archdeacon  Lee  <yn  Inspiration,  pp.  261-3,  reading  his  notes. 
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expresses  S.  PauFs  meaning  exactly,  and' should  not  have 
been  disturbed. 

But — *  It  is  very  difiScult '  (so  at  least  tliinks  the  Eight 
Rev.  Chairman  of  the  Eevisers)  '  to  decide  whether  Oeonrvevtrro^ 
is  a  part  of  the  predicate,  kcU  being  the  simple  copula ;  or 
whether  it  is  a  part  of  the  subject.  Lexicography  and 
grammar  contribute  but  little  towards  a  decision/  Not  so 
thought  Bishop  Middleton.     *  I  do  not  recollect '  (he  says) 

*  any  passage  in  the  N.  T.  in  which  two  Adjectives,  apparently 
connected  by  the  copulative,  were  intended  by  the  writer  to 
be  so  unnaturally  disjoined.  He  who  cun  produce  such  an 
instance,  will  do  much  towards  establishing  the  plausibility 
of  a  translation,  which  otherwise  must  appear,  to  say  the 
least  of  it,  to  be  forced  and  improbable.' — And  yet  it  is 
proposed  to  thrust  tliis  '  forced  and  improbable '  translation 
on  the  acceptance  of  all  English-speaking  people,  wherever 
found,  on  the  plea  of  necessity  !    Our  Eevisionists  translate, 

*  Every  Scripture  inspired  of  God  is  also  proJUcMe,'  &c., — 
which  of  course  may  be  plausibly  declared  to  imply  that 
a  distinction  is  drawn  by  the  Apostle  himself  between  in- 
spired and  uninspired  Scripture.  And  pray,  (we  should  be 
presently  asked,)  is  not  many  a  Scripture  (or  writing)  '  pro- 
fitable for  teaching,'  &c.  which  is  not  commonly  held  to  be  *  in- 
spired of  GrOD '  ?  .  .  .  But  in  fact  the  proposed  rendering  is 
inadmissible,  being  without  logical  coherence  and  consistency. 
The  utmost  that  could  be  pretended  would  be  tliat  S.  Paul's 
assertion  is  that  '  every  portion  of  Scripture  being  ins2nrcd ' 
(i.e.  inasmuch  as  it  is — because  it  is — inspired);  *is  also 
profitable,'  &c.  Else  there  would  be  no  meaning  in  the  kuL 
But,  in  the  name  of  common  sense,  if  this  be  so,  why  have 
the  blessed  words  been  meddled  with  ? 

(n)  All   are   unhappily   familiar   with   the   avidity   with 
wldch  the  disciples  of  a  certain  Scliool  fasten  upon  a  myste- 
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rious  expression  in  S.  Mark's  Gospel  (xiiL  32),  which  seems 
to  predicate  concerning  the  Eternal  Son,  limitation  in  respect 
of  Knowledge.  Tliis  is  not  the  place  for  vindicating  the 
Catholic  Doctrine  of  the  Son's  *  equality  with  the  Father  as 
touching  His  GoDhead;'  or  for  explaining  that,  in  conse- 
quence, all  things  that  the  Father  hath,  (tJie  knowledge  of 
'  that  Day  and  Hour  *  included,)  the  Son  hath  likewise.*  But 
this  is  the  place  for  calling  attention  to  the  deplorable 
circumstance  that  the  clause  *  neither  the  Son,'  which  has  an 
indisputable  right  to  its  place  in  S.  Mark's  Gospel,  has  on 
insufficient  authority  by  our  Eevisionists  been  thrust  into 
S.  Matth.  xxvi.  36,  where  it  has  no  business  whatever,  and 
from  which  the  word  'only'  effectually  excludes  it.*  We 
call  attention  to  this  circumstance  with  sincere  sorrow :  but 
it  is  sorrow  largely  mixed  with  indignation.  What  else  but 
the  betrayal  of  a  sacred  trust  is  it  when  Divines  appointed 
to  correct  manifest  errors  in  the  English  of  the  N.  T.  go  out 
of  their  way  to  introduce  an  error  like  this  into  the  Greek 
Text  which  Catholic  Antiquity  would  have  repudiated  with 
indignation,  and  for  which  certainly  the  plea  of  *  necessity  * 
cannot  be  pretended  ? 

{o)  A  marginal  annotation  set  over  against  Eomans  ix.  5 
is  the  last  thing  of  this  kind  to  which  we  shall  invite  atten- 
tion. S.  Paul  declares  it  to  be  Israel's  highest  boast  and 
glory  that  of  them,  *  as  concerning  the  flesh  [came]  Christ, 


'  S.  John  xvi.  16. 

'  Study  by  all  means  Basil's  letter  to  Amphilochius,  (vol.  iii.  p.  360  to 
362.) — ■'Eotiv  oZv  6  vovs  6  napa  r^  Mapjcip  toiovtos  *  Ilcpi  dc  rrjs  ^fidpas 
tK€itnjs  fj  &paSf  ovdtls  old€v,  o0rc  ol  oyycXot  rov  Ocov,  aXX*  ovd*  &y  o  Yl6s 
lyyo>,  fl  fi^  6  Uarrip  •  cjc  yap  rov  Harpos  avr^  virTJpx€  btbopiivr)  17  yvwrit  .  .  • 
rot/rcoTiy,  ly  acrta  rov  ilhivai  rhv  Yihv  napa  rov  Ilarpdr  *  jcac  dfiiacrros  tcrri 
r^  €vyi/o>/ioi/o>r  oKovovri  rf  i^tfyrjvis  avnj.  cVctd^  ov  npoaKtircu  rb  fiovos  * 
«ff  Koi  napa  ry  MarSaltp, —  (p.  362  c.)  Basil  says  of  this  interpretation — 
&  roivvv  €K  nai^s  irapa  rw  rrartpmv  rjKowrafitv. 
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who  is  over  all  [things],  God  blessed  for  ever  !  Amen/  A 
grander  or  more  unequivocal  testimony  to  our  Lord's  eternal 
GrODhead  is  nowhere  to  be  found  in  Scripture.  Accordingly, 
these  words  have  been  as  confidently  appealed  to  by  faithful 
Doctors  of  the  Church  in  every  age,  as  they  have  been  un- 
sparingly assailed  by  unbelievers.  The  dishonest  shifts  by 
which  the  latter  seek  to  evacuate  the  record  which  they  are 
powerless  to  refute  or  deny,  are  paraded  by  our  ill-starred 
Eevisionists  in  the  following  terms : — 

'  Some  modem  Interpreters  place  a  fall  stop  after  fiesh,  and 
translate,  He  who  is  God  over  aU  be  (ui)  blessed  for  ever :  or,  He 
who  is  over  all  is  God,  blessed  for  ever.  Others  punctuate,  fleshy 
who  is  over  all,     God  be  (is)  blessed  for  ever.^ 

Now  this  is  a  matter, — ^let  it  be  clearly  observed, — which, 
(as  Dr.  Hort  is  aware,)  "  belongs  to  Interpretation, — and  not 
to  Textuai  Criticism"  ^  What  business  then  has  it  in  these 
pages  at  all  ?  Is  it  then  the  function  of  Divines  appointed 
to  revise  the  Authorized  Version,  to  give  information  to  the 
90  millibns  of  English-speaking  Christians  scattered  through- 
out  the  world  as  to  the  unfaithfulness  of  'some  modem 
Interpreters'^^  We  have  hitherto  supposed  that  it  was 
'  Ancient  authorities '  exclusively,  —  (whether  '  a  few,*  or 
*  some,'  or  *  many,') — ^to  which  we  are  invited  to  submit  our 
judgment.  How  does  it  come  to  pass  that  the  Sodnian  gloss 
on  this  grand  text  (Rom.  ix.  5)  has  been  brought  into  such 
extraordinary  prominence?  Did  our  Bevisionists  consider 
that  their  marginal  note  would  travel  to  earth's  remotest 
verge, — ^give  universal  currency  to  the  view  of '  some  modern 
Interpreters,' — and  in  the  end  *  tell  it  out  among  the  heathen ' 
also?  We  refer  to  Manuscripts, — Versions, — Fathers:  and 
what  do  we  find  ?      (1)  It  is  demonstrable   that  the  oldest 


'  Note9,  p.  100. 

*  Celebre  effvgium,  (as  Dr.  Routh  calls  it,)  qufnl  ex  fttlsa  verbomm  con- 
struct wne  Critici  qnidwa  hxrettcU  pararunt.     lieftqq,  iii.  322-3. 

P  2 
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Codices,  besides  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives,  know  nothing 
about  the  method  of  'some  modem  Interpreters/^ — (2) 
'There  is  absolutely  not  a  shadow,  Twt  a  tittle  of  evidence,  in 
any  of  the  ancient  Versions^  to  warrant  what  they  do.'  * — (3) 
How  then,  about  the  old  Fathers  ?  for  the  sentiments  of  our 
best  modem  Divines,  as  Pearson  and  Bull,  we  know  by 
heart.  We  find  that  the  expression  '  who  is  over  all  [things], 
OoD  blessed  for  ever '  is  expressly  acknowledged  to  refer  to 
our  SAViouRby  the  following  60  illustrious  names : — 

Ireneeus,' — Hippolytus  in  3  places,* — Origen,' — Malchion, 
in  the  name  of  six  of  the  Bishops  at  the  Council  of  Antioch^ 
A.D.  269,' — ^p8.-Dionysius  Alex.,  twice,^ — the  Constt,  App.,^ — 
Athanasius  in  6  places,*  — Basil  in  2  places,'® —  Didymus  in 
6  places,^^ — Greg.  Nyssen.  in  5  places," — ^Epiphanius  in  5 
places,'* — ^Theodoras  Mops.,'* — Methodius,'* — ^Eustathius,'* — 
Etdogius,  twice,^' — Caesarius,  3  times,'® — Theophilus  Alex., 
twice,'*  —  Nestorius,  *® — Theodotus  of  Ancyra,*'  —  Proclus, 
twice," — Severianus  Bp.  of  Gabala,** — Chrysostom,  8  times,^* 


^  c  alone  has  a  point  between  6  inv  circ  irovrwM  and  0c6r  c^Xoyi;r6r  cir 
rovs  al&vas.  But  this  is  an  entirely  different  thing  from  what  is  noted  in 
the  margin.  '  MS.  communication  from  the  Kev.  S.  C.  Malan. 

»  i.  506.  *  Opusc.  i.  52,  58 ;  FhU,  339.  »  iv.  612. 

•  Routh,  JSdiqq.  Sac.  iii.  292,  and  287.    (Condi,  i.  845  b.  c.) 

'  ConcUia,  i.  873  d :  876  a.  •  vi.  c.  26. 

»  i.  414,  415,  429,  617,  684,  908.  '«  i.  282.    And  in  Cat.  317. 

"  Trin.  21,  29,  327,  392.    Mai,  vii.  303. 

^  ii.  596  a,  (quoted  by  the  Emp.  Justinian  IConcil.  v.  697]  and  the 
Chronicon  Faschale,  355),  693,  697  ;  iii.  287.     Galland.  vi.  575. 

»  L  481,  487,  894,  978 ;  ii.  74.  "  Ap.  Cyril  (ed.  Pusey),  v.  534. 

"  Ap.  GalL  iii.  805.  ^«  Ap.  GaU.  iv.  576. 

"  Ap.  Phot.  col.  761,  853.  »  Ap.  Gall.  vi.  8, 9,  80. 

*•  Ap.  Gall.  vii.  618,  and  ap.  Hieron.  i.  560. 

»  Concaia,  iii.  522  e  (=  iv.  297  d  =  ap.  Gall.  viii.  667).  Also,  Con- 
cilia (Harduin),  i.  1413  a.  «»  Ap.  Gall.  ix.  474. 

«  Ap.  GaU.  ix.  690,  691  (=  Concil  iii.  1230,  1231). 

»  Homilia  (Arm.),  p.  165  and  249. 

«*  i.  464,  483  ;  vi.  534 ;  vii.  51 ;  viii  191 ;  ix.  604,  653 ;  x.  172. 
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— Cyril  Alex.,  15  times,^ — Paulus  Bp.  of  Emesa,^ — ^Theodoret, 
12  times,* — Gennadius,  Abp.  of  C.  P.,* — Severus,  Abp.  of 
Antioch,*  —  Amphilochius,'  —  Gelasius  Cyz.,'  —  Anastasius 
Ant,®  —  Leontius  Byz.,  3  times,* — Maximus,*®  —  J.  Damas- 
cene, 3  times.^^  Besides  of  the  Latins,  TertuUian,  twicei," — 
Cyprian,^* — Novatian,  twice,^* — ^Ambrose,  5  times,^' — Palla- 
dius  the  Arian  at  the  Council  of  Aquileia,^* — Hilary,  7 
times," — Jerome,  twice,*® — ^Augustine,  about  30  times, — 
Victorinus,** — tlie  Breviarium,  twice,*^ — Marius  Mercator,*' 
— Cassian,  twice,*' — Alcimus  Avit.,^ — ^Fulgentius,  twice,** — 
Leo,  Bp.  of  Rome,  twice,** — Ferrandus,  twice,** — Facundus :  *' 
— to  w^hom  must  be  added  6  ancient  writers,  of  whom  3  *® 
have  been  mistaken  for  Athanasius, — ^and  3  *•  for  Chrysostom. 
All  these  see  in  Bom.  ix.  5,  a  glorious  assertion  of  the  eternal 
GoDhead  of  Christ. 

Against  such  an  overwhelming  torrent  of  Patristic  testi- 
mony,— for  we  have  enumerated  upwards  of  sixty  ancient 
Fathers — it  will  not  surely  be  pretended  that  the  Socinian 
interpretation,  to  which  our  Revisionists  give  such  promi- 

»  v.*  20,  503,  765,  792 ;  v.«  58, 105.  118, 148 ;  vi.  328.  Ap.  Mai,  ii.  70, 
86,  96, 104 ;  iii.  84  in  Luc.  26. 
«  ConcUia,  iii.  1099  b. 

»  i.  103 ;  ii.  1355 ;  iii.  215,  470 ;  iv.  17, 433, 1148, 1264, 1295, 1309 ;  v. 
67, 1093.  *  Cramer's  Cat,  160.  «  Ibid,  in  Act,  40. 

«  P.  166.  T  Concilia,  ii.  195.  »  Ap.  GalL  xiL  251. 

»  Ap.  GaU.  xii.  682.         '^  ii.  64.  ^»  i.  557 ;  iL  36,  88. 

^  Prax.  13,  15 — *  Christum  autem  et  ipse  Deum  cognominayit.  Quorum 
patres,  et  ex  quibus  Christus  secundum  camem,  qui  est  super  omnia  Deus 
henedictus  in  xvum:  "  P.  287.  "  Ap.  Gall.  iii.  296,  313. 

"  i.  1470 ;  ii.  457,  546,  609,  790.  "  ConcUia,  ii.  982  c 

"  78, 155,  393,  850,  970, 1125, 1232.  "  L  870,  872. 

"  Ap.  GaU.  viii.  157.  »  Ap.  GalL  vii.  689,  690. 

«  Ap.  GalL  viU.  627.        ^  709,  711.  «  Ap.  GalL  x.  722, 

^  Ap.  Gall.  xi.  233,  237.  ^  ConcUia,  iii.  1364,  1382. 

*»  Ap,  Gall.  352,  357.  "  Ihid,  674. 

»  iL  10,  215,  413.  »  L  839;  V.  769;  xiL  421. 
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nence,  can  stand.  But  why  has  it  been  introduced  at  all  ?  We 
shall  have  every  Christian  reader  with  us  in  our  contention, 
that  such  perverse  imaginations  of '  modem  Interpreters '  are 
not  entitled  to  a  place  in  the  margin  of  the  N.  T.  For  our 
Bevisionists  to  have  even  given  them  currency,  and  thereby  a 
epecies  of  sanction,  constitutes  in  our  view  a  very  grave  oflFence.* 
A  public  retractation  and  a  very  humble  Apology  we  claim  at 
their  hands.  IndiflTerent  Scholarship,  and  mistaken  views  of 
Textual  Criticism,  are  at  least  venial  matters.  But  a  Sodnian 
gloss  gratuitaitsly  thrust  into  the  margin  of  every  English- 
man*s  N.  T,  admits  of  no  excuse — ^is  not  to  be  tolerated  on 
any  terms.  It  wotdd  by  itself,  in  our  account,  have  been 
sufficient  to  determine  the  fate  of  the  present  Eevision. 

XII.  Are  we  to  regard  it  as  a  kind  of  set-off  against  all 
that  goes  before,  that  in  an  age  when  the  personality  of 
Satan  is  freely  called  in  question,  '  the  evil  one  '  has  been 
actually  thrust  into  the  Lord's  Prayer  ?  A  more  injudicious 
and  unwarrantable  innovation  it  would  be  impossible  to 
indicate  in  any  part  of  the  present  unhappy  volume.  The 
case  has  been  argued  out  with  much  learning  and  ability 
by  two  eminent  Divines,  Bp.  Lightfoot  and  Canon  Cook. 
The  Canon  remains  master  of  the  field.  That  the  change 
ought  never  to  have  been  made  is  demonstrable.  The  grounds 
of  this  assertion  are  soon  stated.  To  begin,  (1)  It  is  admitted 
on  all  hands  that  it  must  for  ever  remain  a  matter  of  opinion 
only  whether  in  the  expression  amo  rov  Trovrfpov,  the  nomina- 
tive case  is  to  Tromjpov  (as  in  S.  Matth.  v.  37,  39:  Eom. 
xii.  9),  or  6  Tromjpo^  (as  in  S.  Matth.  xiii.  19,  38 :  Eph.  \i. 


'  Those  of  our  readers  who  wish  to  pursue  this  subject  further  may 
consult  with  advantage  Dr.  GifTord's  learned  note  on  the  passage  in  the 
Spedker^s  Comtnentary.  Dr.  Gifford  justly  remarks  that  *  it  is  the 
natural  and  simple  construction,  which  every  Greek  scholar  would  adopt 
without  hesitation,  if  no  question  of  tloctrine  were  involved.' 
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16), — either  of  which  yields  a  good  sense.  But  then — (2) 
The  Church  of  England  in  her  formularies  having  emphati- 
cally declared  that,  for  her  part,  she  adheres  to  the  former 
alternative,  it  was  in  a  very  high  degree  unbecoming  for  the 
Revisionists  to  pretend  to  the  enjoyment  of  certain  know- 
ledge that  the  Church  of  England  in  so  doing  was  mistaken : 
and  unless  '  from  evil '  be  "  a  clear  and  plain  error"  the  Ee- 
visionists  were  bound  to  let  it  alone.  Next — (3),  It  can 
never  be  right  to  impose  the  narrower  interpretation  on 
words  which  have  always  been  understood  to  bear  the  larger 
sense:  especially  when  (as  in  the  present  instance)  the 
larger  meaning  distinctly  includes  and  covers  the  liBSser: 
witness  the  paraphrase  in  our  Church  Catechism, — '  and  that 
He  will  keep  us  (a)  from  all  sin  and  wickedness,  and  (b) 
from  our  ghostly  enemy,  and  (c)  from  everlasting  death.' — (4) 
But  indeed  Catholic  Tradition  claims  to  be  heard  in  this 
behalf.  Every  Cliristian  at  his  Baptism  renounces  not  oidy 
*  the  Devil,'  but  also  '  all  his  works,  the  vain  pomp  and  glory 
of  the  world,  with  all  covetous  desires  of  the  same,  and  the 
carnal  desires  of  the  flesh.'  ^  And  at  this  point — (5),  The 
voice  of  an  inspired  Apostle  interposes  in  attestation  that 
this  is  indeed  the  true  acceptation  of  the  last  petition  in  the 
Lord's  Prayer :  for  when  S.  Paul  says — '  the  Lord  will 
deliver  me  from  evert/  evil  work  and  will  preserve  me  unto 
His  heavenly  kingdom ;  to  whom  be  glory  for  ever  and  ever. 
Amen,'  ^ — what  else  is  he  referring  to  but  to  the  words  just 


'  Note,  that  this  has  been  the  language  of  the  Church  from  the 
beginning.  Thus  Tertullian, — '  Aquam  adituri .  .  .  contestamur  nos  re- 
nuntiaro  tliabolo,  el  pompx  et  angelis  ejus*  (i.  421):  and  Ambrose, — 
*  Quamlo  tc  interrogavit,  Abrenuntias  iliabolo  et  o/teribus  ejus,  quid  re- 
spondisti?  Abrenuntio.  Abrenuntias  sactdo  et  volu}4atibus  ejiujt,  quid 
respoudisti  ?  Abrenuntio '  (ii.  350  c) :  and  Kphraem  Syrus, — ^Awordaaofiai 
r^  ^aravq,  kqI  iraaiv  rois  epyois  avrov  (ii.  195  and  iii.  399).  And  Ca^surius 
of  Aries, — *  Abrenuntias  diabolo,  pompis  tt  operibus  ejus  .  .  .  Abrenuntio  * 
(GaUand.  xi.  18  e).  ^  2  Tim.  iv.  18. 
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now  under  consideration  ?  He  explains  that  i|i  the  Lord's 
Prayer  it  is  ' froin  every  coil  work*  that  we  pray  to  be 
*  delivered.'  (Note  also,  that  he  retains  the  Doocology.)  Com- 
pare the  places : — 

S.  Matth.  vi.  13. — oKXk  'py-xai  'hma'z  'Ano*  Tor*  noNHPOY-.  'on 

20Y*  'ESTIN  *H  BASIAEfA  .  .  .  iCoX  'H  AaSA  EfS  TOTS  AI'O'NAS.    'AMITN. 

2  Tim.  iv.  18. — ^#cal  •pvsetai' me  6  Kvpto^  'AnanANTors'EProY 
noNHPOY'  Kol  ada-ei  el^  tiTn  basiaei'an  ArroY' . . . .  ^  *h  ao'ba  efi 

TOYX  AI'O'NAS  ....  'AMITN. 

Tlien  further — (6),  What  more  unlikely  than  that  our 
Lord  would  end  with  giving  such  prominence  to  that  rebel 
Angel  whom  by  dying  He  is  declared  to  have  '  destroyed '  ? 
(Heb.  ii.  14 :  1  John  iii.  8.)  For,  take  away  the  Doxology 
(as  our  Revisionists  propose),  and  we  sliall  begin  the  Lord's 
Prayer  with  '  Our  Father,'  and  literally  end  it  with — the 
Devil! — ^But  above  all, — (7)  Let  it  never  be  forgotten  that 
this  is  the  pattern  Prayer,  a  portion  of  every  Christian 
child's  daily  utterance, — the  most  sacred  of  all  our  formu- 
laries, and  by  far  the  most  often  repeated, — ^into  which  it  is 
attempted  in  this  way  to  introduce  a  startling  novelty. 
Lastly — (8),  Wlien  it  is  called  to  mind  that  nothing  short  of 
necessity  has  warranted  the  Eevisionists  in  introducing  a 
single  change  into  the  A.  V., — "  dear  and  plain  errors  " — and 
that  no  such  plea  can  be  feigned  on  the  present  occasion,  the 
lil>erty  which  they  have  taken  in  this  place  must  be  admitted 
to  be  absolutely  without  excuse.  •  .  .  Such  at  least  are  the 
grounds  on  which,  for  our  own  part,  we  refuse  to  entertain 
the  proposed  introduction  of  the  Devil  into  the  Lord's 
Prayer.  From  the  position  we  have  taken  up,  it  will  be 
found  utterly  impossible  to  dislodge  us. 

XIII.  It  is  often  urged  on  behalf  of  the  Revisionists 
that  over  not  a  few  dark  places  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  their 
labours  have  tlnown  important  light.     Let  it  not  be  sui)pose(l 
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that  we  deny  this.  Many  a  Scriptural  difficulty  vanishes 
the  instant  a  place  is  accurately  translated:  a  far  greater 
number,  when  the  rendering  is  idiomatic.  It  would  be 
strange  indeed  if,  at  the  end  of  ten  years,  the  combined 
labours  of  upwards  of  twenty  Scholars,  whose  raison  cPetre  as 
Eevisionists  was  to  do  this  very  thing,  had  not  resulted  in 
the  removal  of  many  an  obscurity  in  the  A.  V.  of  Gospels 
and  Epistles  alike.  What  offends  us  is  the  discovery  that, 
for  every  obscurity  which  has  been  removed,  at  least  half  a 
dozen  others  have  been  introduced :  in  other  words,  that  the 
result  of  this  Revision  has  been  the  planting  in  of  a  fresh 
crop  of  diffictUties,  before  undreamed  of ;  so  that  a  perpetual 
wrestling  with  tJiese  is  what  hereafter  awaits  the  diligent 
student  of  the  New  Testament. 

We  speak  not  now  of  passages  which  have  been  merely 
altered  for  the  worse :  as  when,  (in  S.  James  i.  17,  18,)  we 
are  invited  to  read, — *  Every  good  gift  and  every  perfect  boon 
is  from  above,  coming  down  from  the  Father  of  lights,  with 
whom  can  be  no  variation,  neither  shadow  that  is  cast  by 
turning.  Of  his  own  will  he  brought  vs  forth.*  Grievous  as 
such  blemishes  are,  it  is  seen  at  a  glance  that  they  must  be 
set  down  to  nothing  worse  than  tasteless  assiduity.  Wliat  we 
complain  of  is  that,  misled  by  a  depraved  Text,  our  Revisers 
have  often  made  nonsense  of  what  before  was  perfectly  clear : 
and  have  not  only  thrust  many  of  our  Lord's  precious  utter- 
ances out  of  sight,  (e.g.  Matt.  xvii.  21 :  Mark  x.  21  and  xi.  26 : 
Luke  ix.  55,  56) ;  but  have  attributed  to  Him  absurd  sayings 
which  He  certainly  never  uttered,  (e.g.  Matt.  xix.  17) ;  or  else, 
given  such  a  twist  to  what  He  actually  said,  that  His 
blessed  words  are  no  longer  recognizable,  (as  in  S.  Matt.  xi.  23 : 
S.  Mark  ix.  23  :  xi.  3).     Take  a  sample : — 

(1.)  The  Church  has  always  understood  her  Lord  to  say, 
— '  Father,  I  will  that  they  also,  whom  Thou  hast  given  Me, 
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be  with  Me  where  I  am ;  that  they  may  behold  My  glory.'  * 
We  reject  with  downright  indignation  the  proposal  hence- 
forth to  read  instead, — '  Father^  that  which  ITuni  hast  given 
Me  I  wUl  that,  where  I  arn,  they  also  raay  he  with  MCy  &c. 
We  suspect  a  misprint.  The  passage  reads  like  nonsense. 
Yes,  and  nonsense  it  is," — in  Greek  as  well  as  in  English : 
(o  has  been  written  for  01J9 — one  of  the  countless  betises  for 
which  K  B  D  are  exclusively  responsible ;  and  which  the 
weak  superstition  of  these  last  days  is  for  erecting  into  a 
new  Revelation).  We  appeal  to  the  old  Latin  and  to  tlie 
Vulgate,  —  to  the  better  Egyptian  and  to  all  the  Syriac 
versions  :  to  every  known  Lectionary :  to  Clemens  Alex.,' — 
to  Eusebius,^ — to  Nonnus,* — ^to  Basil,* — to  Clirysostom,* — ^to 
Cyril,' — to  Ca^lestinus,® — to  Theodoret : '  not  to  mention 
Cyprian,*® — Ambrose,** — Hilary,*^  &c.  :*^  and  above  all,  16 
uncials,  beginning  with  A  and  c, — and  tlie  whole  body  of 
the  cursives.  So  many  words  ought  not  to  be  required.  If 
men  prefer  tlwir  '  mumpsimus '  to  our  '  sumpsimus,'  let  them 
by  all  means  have  it :  but  pray  let  them  keep  their  rubbish  to 
themselves, — and  at  least  leave  our  Saviour's  words  alone. 

(2.)  We  shall  be  told  that  the  foregoing  is  an  outrageous 
instance.  It  is.  Then  take  a  few  milder  cases.  They  abound, 
turn  whichever  way  we  will.  Thus,  we  are  invited  to  believe 
that  S.  Luke  relates  concerning  our  Saviour  that  He  '  was 
led  by  the  Spirit  in  the  wilderness  during  forty  days'  (iv.  1). 
We  stare  at  this  new  revelation,  and  refer  to  the  familiar 
Greek.     It  proves  to  be  the  Greek  of  all  the  copies  in  the 


»  S.  John  xvu.  24.  ^  i>,  j^q.  »  MarceU.  p.  192. 

*  In  loc,  diserte.  »  Eth.  ii.  297.  «  viii.  485. 

^  Text  J  iv.  1003  ;  Comm.  1007,  which  arc  two  distinct  authorities^  as 

learned  readers  of  Cyril  are  aware.  •  Concilia^  iii.  356  d. 

»  iv.  450.  *<»  Pp.  235,  321.  »  i.  412 ;  iL  566,  649. 

"  Pp.  1017,  1033. 

'*  Victriciiw  ap.  Gall.  viii.  230.     Also  ps.-Chrys.  v.  680. 
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world  hut  four ;  the  Greek  which  supplied  the  Latin,  the 
Syrian,  the  Coptic  Churches,  with  the  text  of  their  re- 
spective Versions ;  the  Greek  which  was  familiar  to 
Origen,* — to  Eusebius,^ — to  Basil,^  —  to  Didymus,  *  —  to 
Theodoret,*  —  to  Maximus,'  —  and  to  two  other  ancient 
writers,  one  of  whom  has  been  mistaken  for  Chrysostom,'  the 
other  for  Basil.^  It  is  therefore  quite  above  suspicion.  And 
it  informs  us  that  Jesus  'was  led  by  the  Spirit  into  tfie 
tvilderness;'  and  there  was  'forty  days  tempted  of  the  Devil* 
What  then  has  happened  to  obscure  so  plain  a  statement  ? 
Nothing  more  serious  than  that — (1)  Four  copies  of  bad 
character  (k  B  D  l)  exhibit  *  in'  instead  of  ' into : '  and  that 
— (2)  Our  Revisionists  have  been  persuaded  to  believe  that 
therefore  S.  Luke  must  needs  have  done  the  same.  Accord- 
ingly they  invite  us  to  share  their  conviction  that  it  was  the 
Uadiiig  about  of  our  Lord,  (and  not  His  Tempta^tion,)  which 
lasted  for  40  days.  And  this  sorry  misconception  is  to  be 
thrust  upon  the  90  millions  of  English-speaking  Christians 
throughout  the  world, — ^under  the  plea  of  *  necessity '!.... 
But  let  us  turn  to  a  more  interesting  specimen  of  the  mis- 
chievous consequences  which  would  ensue  from  the  acceptance 
of  the  present  so-called  '  Eevision.' 

(3.)  What  is  to  be  thought  of  thiSy  as  a  substitute  for  the 
familiar  language  of  2  Cor.  xiL  7  ? — 'And  by  reason  of  the 
exceeding  greatness  of  the  revelations — whereforey  that  I  slundd 
not  be  exulted  overmuch,  there  was  given  to  me  a  thorn  in  the 
flesh.'  The  word  '  wherefore '  (Sto),  which  occasions  all  the 
difficulty — (breaking  the  back  of  the  sentence  and  neces- 
sitating the  hypothesis  of  a  change  of  construction) — is  due 
solely  to  the  influence  of  k  A  B.     The  ordinary  Text  is  recog- 


»  m.  966  (lis,  «  Dem.  92.  »  i.  319.  *    Trin.  190. 

*  V.  1039,  1069.  •  ii.  460.  »  v.  615. 

*  ii.  584.    Cyril  read  the  place  both  ways : — v.*  156,  and  in  Luc,  p.  52. 
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nized  by  almost  every  other  copy ;  by  the  Latin, — Syriac, — 
Gothic, — Armenian  Versions; — as  well  as  by  Irenaeus,* — 
Origen,^  —  Macarius,*  — Athanasius,*  —  Chrysostom,* — ^Theo- 
doret,* — John  Damascene.'  Even  Tischendorf  here  makes 
a  stand  and  refuses  to  follow  his  accustomed  guides.*  In 
plain  terms,  the  text  of  2  Cor.  xii.  7  is  beyond  the  reach  of 
suspicion.  Scarcely  intelligible  is  the  infatuation  of  which 
our  Eevisers  have  been  the  dupes. — Qv>oti8que  tandem  f 

(4.)  Now  this  is  the  method  of  the  Revising  body  through- 
out :  viz.  so  seriously  to  maim  the  Text  of  many  a  familiar 
passage  of  Holy  Writ  as  effectually  to  mar  it.  Even  where 
they  remedy  an  inaccuracy  in  the  rendering  of  the  A.  V., 
they  often  inflict  a  more  grievous  injury  than  mistranslation 
on  the  inspired  Text.  An  instance  occurs  at  S.  John  x.  14, 
where  the  good  Shepherd  says, — *  I  know  Mine  own  and  am 
known  of  Mine,  even  as  the  Father  knowetli  Me  and  I  know 
the  Father.'  By  thrusting  in  here  the  Manichaean  deprava- 
tion {^and  Mine  own  know  Me'),  our  Revisionists  have 
obliterated  the  exquisite  diversity  of  expression  in  the 
original, — ^which  implies  that  whereas  the  knowledge  which 
subsists  between  the  Father  and  the  Son  is  identical  on 
either  side,  not  such  is  the  knowledge  which  subsists  between 
the  creature  and  the  Creator.  The  refinement  in  question 
has  been  faithfully  retained  all  down  the  ages  by  every  copy 
in  existence  except  four  of  bad  character, — K  B  D  L.  It  is 
witnessed  to  by  the  Syriac, — by  Macarius,® — Gregory  Naz.,^® 
—  Chrysostom," — Cyril    Alex.," — Theodoret,*^ — Maximus." 


»  i.  720.         *  ii.  381 ;  iii.  962 ;  iv.  601.      »  Ap.  Galland.  viL  183. 

*  Ap.  Montf.  ii.  67.  *  iu.  333 ;  v.  444  ;  x.  498,  620 ;  xiL  329. 

*  il.  77  ;  iii.  349.  ^  ii.  252. 

*  *■  Deseruimus  fere   quos  sequi  solemus  codices.' 

»  P.  38  (=  Gkill.  vii.  26).  "  i.  298,  613. 

"  viii.  351,  352.  "  iv.  652  c,  653  a,  654  d. 

"  i.  748 ;  iv.  274,  550.  »  In  Dumys.  Ar.  ii.  192. 
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But  why  go  on  ?  Does  any  one.  in  his  sober  senses  suppose 
that  if  S.  John  had  written  *  Mine  ovm  know  Jfe/  996  manu- 
scripts out  of  1000,  at  the  end  of  1800  years,  would  be  found 
to  exliibit '  /  am  known  of  Mine '  ? 

(5.)  The  foregoing  instances  must  suffice.  A  brief  enu- 
meration of  many  more  has  been  given  already,  at  pp.  144(6)- 
152. 

Now,  in  view  of  the  phenomenon  just  discovered  to  us, 
— (viz.  for  one  crop  of  deformities  weeded  out,  an  infinitely 
larger  crop  of  far  grosser  deformities  as  industriously 
planted  in,) — we  confess  to  a  feeling  of  distress  and  an- 
noyance which  altogether  indisposes  us  to  accord  to  the 
Bevisionists  that  language  of  congratulation  with  which  it 
would  have  been  so  agreeable  to  receive  their  well-meant 
endeavours.  The  serious  question  at  once  arises, — Is  it  to 
be  thought  that  upon  the  whole  we  are  gainers,  or  losers,  by 
the  Revised  Version  ?  And  there  seems  to  be  no  certain 
way  of  resolving  this  doubt,  but  by  opening  a  *  Profit  and 
Loss  account '  with  the  Revisers,— crediting  them  with  every 
item  of  gain,  and  debiting  them  with  every  item  of  loss. 
But  then, — (and  we  ask  the  question  with  sanguine  sim- 
plicity,)— ^Why  should  it  not  be  all  gain  and  ?k>  loss,  when, 
at  the  end  of  270  years,  a  confessedly  noble  work,  a  truly 
unique  specimen  of  genius,  taste  and  learning,  is  submitted 
to  a  body  of  Scholars,  equipped  with  every  external  advan- 
tage, only  in  order  that  they  may  improve  upon  it — if  thctj 
are  ablet  These  learned  individuals  have  had  upwards  of 
ten  years  wherein  to  do  their  work.  They  have  enjoyed  the 
benefit  of  the  tentative  labours  of  a  host  of  predecessors, — 
some  for  their  warning,  some  for  their  help  and  guidance. 
They  have  all  along  had  before  their  eyes  the  solemn  in- 
junction that,  whatever  they  were  not  able  certainly  to 
improve,  they  were  to  be  supremely  carefxd    to    lei  alone. 
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Tliey  were  warned  at  the  outset  against  any  but '  necessary ' 
changes.  Their  sole  business  was  to  remove  'plain  and  dear 
errors,^  They  had  pledged  themselves  to  introduce  *  as  few 
alterations  as  possible,'  Why  then,  we  again  ask, —  WTiy 
should  not  every  single  innovation  which  they  introduced 
into  the  grand  old  exemplar  before  them,  prove  to  be  a 
manifest,  an  undeniable  change  for  the  better  ?  ^ 

XIV.  The  more  we  ponder  over  this  imfortunate  pro- 
duction, the  more  cordially  do  we  regret  that  it  was  ever 
undertaken.  Verily,  the  Northern  Convocation  displayed  a 
far-sighted  wisdom  when  it  pronounced  against  the  project 
from  the  first.  We  are  constrained  to  declare  that  could  we 
have  conceived  it  possible  that  the  persons  originally  ap- 
pointed by  the  Southern  Province  would  have  co-opted  into 
their  body  persons  capable  of  executing  their  work  with 
such  extravagant  licentiousness  as  well  as  such  conspicuous 
bad  taste,  we  should  never  have  entertained  one  hopeful 
thought  on  the  subject.  For  indeed  every  characteristic 
feature  of  the  work  of  the  Revisionists  offends  us, — as  well 


^  As  these  sheets  are  passing  through  the  press,  we  have  received  a  book 
by  Sir  Edmund  Beckett,  entitled.  Should  the  Bevised  New  Testament  he 
Authorized  f  In  four  Chapters,  the  author  discusses  with  characteristic 
vigour,  first,  the  principles  and  method  of  the  Revisers,  and  then  the 
Gospel  of  S.  Matthew,  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  and  the  Apocalypse,  as 
£ur  samples  of  their  work,  with  a  union  of  sound  sense,  forensic  skill,  and 
scholarship  more  skilful  than  to  deserve  his  cautious  disclaimer.  Amidst 
details  open,  of  course,  to  discussion,  abundant  proofs  arc  set  forth,  in  a 
most  telling  style,  that  the  plea  of  *  necessity '  and  *  faithfulness '  utterly 
fails,  in  justification  of  a  mass  of  alterations,  which,  in  point  of  English 
composition,  carry  their  condemnation  on  their  face,  and,  to  sum  up  the 
great  distinction  between  the  two  Versions,  illustrate  '  the  difference  be- 
tween working  by  discretion  and  by  rtdea — by  which  no  great  thing  was  ever 
done  or  ever  will  be.'  Sir  Edmund  Beckett  is  very  happy  in  his  exposure 
of  the  abuse  of  the  famous  canon  of  preferring  the  stranger  reading  to  the 
more  obvious,  as  if  copyists  never  made  stupid  blunders  or  perpetrated 
wilful  absurdities.    The  work  deserves  the  notice  of  all  English  readers. 
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in  reapect  of  what  they  have  left  undone,  as  of  what  they 
have  been  tlie  first  to  venture  to  do : — 

(a)  Charge<l  '  to  introduce  as  few  alterations  as  possible  into 
the  Text  of  the  Authorized  Version,'  they  have  on  the  contrary 
evidently  acted  throughout  on  the  principle  of  making  ow 
many  changes  in  it  as  they  conveniently  could. 

(b)  Directed  '  to  limit,  as  far  as  poa^Me,  the  expression  of 
such  alterations  to  the  language  of  the  Authorized  and 
earUer  English  Versions,' — they  have  introduced  such  terms 
as  'assassin,'  'apparition,'  'boon,'  'disparagement,'  'divinity,' 
'  effulgence,' '  epileptic,'  '  fickleness,'  '  gratulation,'  '  irksome,' 
'  interpose,'  '  pitiable,'  '  sluggish,'  '  stupor,"  '  surpass,'  '  tran- 
(juil ; '  such  compounds  as  '  self-control,' '  world-ruler : '  such 
phrases  as  'draw  up  a  narrative:'  'the  impulse  of  the 
steersman : '  '  in  lack  of  daily  food  : '  '  exereisiii^  oversight.' 
These  are  but  a  very  few  samples  of  the  offence  committed 
by  OUT  Eevisionists,  of  which  we  complain. 

(c)  Whereas  they  were  required  '  to  r^tise  the  Headings  of 
the  Chapters,'  they  have  not  even  retained  them.  We 
demand  at  least  to  have  our  excellent '  Headings '  back. 

(rf)  And  what  has  become  of  our  time-honoured  '  Marginal 
References,' — t}ie  very  best  Commentary  on  the  Bible,  as  we 
believe, — certainly  the  very  best  help  for  the  right  under- 
standing of  Scripture, — which  the  wit  of  man  hath  ever  yet 
devised  ?  The  '  Marginal  References '  would  be  lost  to  the 
Church  for  ever,  if  the  work  of  the  Eevisionist^  were  allowed 
to  stand:  the  space  required  for  their  insertion  having  been 
completely  swallowed  up  by  the  senseless,  and  worse  than 
senseless,  Textual  Annotations  which  at  present  infest  the 
margin  of  every  sacred  page.  We  are  beyond  measiure 
amazed  that  the  Revisionists  have  even  deprived  the  reader 
of  the  essential  aid  of  references  to  the  places  of  tlie  Old 
Testament  which  are  quoted  in  the  New. 

(e)  Let  the  remark  be  added  in  passing,  tliat  we  greatly 
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dislike  the  affectation  of  printing  certain  quotations  from 
the  Old  Testament  after  the  strange  method  adopted  by  our 
Revisers  from  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort. 

(/)  The  further  external  assimilation  of  the  Sa^ed  Volume 
to  an  ordinary  hook  by  getting  rid  of  the  division  into  Verses, 
we  also  hold  to  be  a  great  mistake.  In  the  Greek,  by  all 
means  let  the  verses  be  merely  noted  in  the  margin :  biit, 
for  more  than  one  weighty  reason,  in  the  English  Bible  let 
the  established  and  peculiar  method  of  printing  the  Word  of 
God,  tide  what  tide,  be  scrupulously  retained. 

{g)  But  incomparably  the  gravest  offence  is  behind.  By 
far  the  most  serious  of  all  is  that  Error  to  the  considera- 
tion of  which  we  devoted  our  former  Article.  The  New 
Greek  Text  which,  in  defiance  of  their  Instructions,*  our 
Revisionists  have  constructed,  has  been  proved  to  be  utterly 
undeserving  of  confidence.    Built  up  on  a  fallacy  which  since 


^  It  has  been  objected  by  certain  of  the  Revisionists  that  it  is  not  fair  to 
say  that '  they  were  appointed  to  do  one  thing,  and  have  done  another.' 
We  are  glad  of  this  opportunity  to  explain. 

That  some  corrections  of  the  Text  were  necessary,  we  are  well  aware :  and 
had  those  necessary  changes  been  made,  we  should  only  have  had  words  of 
commendation  and  thanks  to  ofifer.  But  it  is  found  that  by  Dr.  Hort's 
eager  advocacy  two-thirds  of  the  Revisionists  have  made  a  vast  number 
oi perfectly  needless  changes: — (1)  Changes  which  are  incapable  of  being 
represented  in  a  Translation :  as  ^/*ov  for  fiov, — rravrts  for  Swavrts, — ore 
for  iir6T€,  Again,  since  yivwia-iSj  at  least  as  much  as  ycVco-cff,  means 
*  birthf*  why  yivttris  in  S.  Matth.  i.  18  ?  Why,  also,  inform  us  that  instead 
of  iv  rf  afi7reXc0i/i  avrov  ire^vrcvficVijv,  they  prefer  n€<f)xn'tvn€vrfv  iv  rf 
dfirr€\&vi  avTov  ?  and  instead  of  Kofmhv  CtfTS>v, — irjT&v  KOfmov  ?  Now  this 
they  have  done  throughout^ — at  least  341  times  in  S.  Luke  alone.  But 
(what  is  far  worse),  (2)  They  suggest  in  the  margin  changes  which  yet 
they  do  not  adopt.  These  numerous  changes  are,  by  their  ovm  confession, 
not  *  necessary : '  and  yet  they  are  of  a  most  serious  character.  In  fact,  it 
is  of  these  we  chiefly  complain. — But,  indeed  (3),  Bow  many  of  their  other 
alterations  of  the  Text  will  the  Revisionists  undertake  to  defend  publicly 
on  the  plea  of  *  Necessity '  ? 

[A  vast  deal  more  will  be  found  on  this  subject  towards  the  close  of  the 
present  volume.    In  the  meantime,  see  above,  pages  87-88.] 
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1831  has  been  dominant  in  Germany,  and  which  has  lately 
found  but  too  much  favour  among  ourselves,  it  is  in  the 
main  a  reproduction  of  the  recent  labours  of  Doctors  West- 
cott  and  Hort.  But  we  have  already  recorded  our  conviction, 
that  the  results  at  which  those  eminent  Scholars  have  arrived 
are  wholly  inadmissible.  It  follows  that,  in  our  account,  the 
'  New  English  Version,'  has  been  all  along  a  foredoomed  thing. 
If  the  'New  Greek  Text'  be  indeed  a  tissue  of  fabricated 
Readings,  the  translation  of  these  into  English  must  needs 
prove  lost  labour.  It  is  superfluous  to  enquire  into  the 
merits  of  the  English  rendering  of  words  which  Evangelists 
and  Apostles  demonstrably  never  wrote. 

(A)  Even  this,  however,  is  not  nearly  alL  As  Translators, 
full  two-thirds  of  the  Eevisionists  have  shown  themselves 
singularly  deficient, — alike  in  their  critical  acquaintance 
with  the  language  out  of  which  they  had  to  translate,  and 
in  their  familiarity  with  the  idiomatic  requirements  of  their 
own  tongue.  They  had  a  noble  Version  before  them,  which 
they  have  contrived  to  spoil  in  every  part.  Its  dignified 
simplicity  and  essential  faithfulness,  its  manly  grace  and 
its  delightful  rhythm,  they  have  shown  themselves  alike 
unable  to  imitate  and  unwilling  to  retain.  Their  queer 
uncouth  phraseology  and  their  jerky  sentences : — their 
pedantic  obscurity  and  their  stiff,  constrained  manner: — 
their  fidgetty  affectation  of  accuracy, — and  their  habitual 
achievement  of  English  which  fails  to  exhibit  the  spirit  of 
the  original  Greek; — ^are  sorry  substitutes  for  the  living 
freshness,  and  elastic  freedom,  and  habitual  fidelity  of  the 
grand  old  Version  which  we  inherited  from  our  Fathers,  and 
which  has  sustained  the  spiritual  life  of  the  Church  of 
England,  and  of  all  English-speaking  Christians,  for  350 
years.  Linked  with  all  our  holiest,  happiest  memories,  and 
bound  up  with  all  our  purest  aspirations :  part  and  parcel  of 


226        THE  BOOK  HA0  BKEN  MADE  UNBEADABLE.       [Art. 

whatever  there  is  of  good  ^tbout  us :  fraught  with  men's  hopes 
of  a  blessed  Eternity  and  many  a  bright  vision  of  the  never- 
ending  Life ; — the  Authorized  Version,  wherever  it  was  pos- 
sible, should  have  been  jealously  retained.  But  on  the  contrary. 
Every  familiar  cadence  has  been  dislocated :  the  congenial 
flow  of  almost  every  verse  of  Scripture  has  been  hopelessly 
marred :  so  many  of  those  little  connecting  words,  which 
give  life  and  continuity  to  a  narrative,  have  been  vexatiously 
displaced,  that  a  perpetual  sense  of  annoyance  is  created. 
The  countless  minute  alterations  which  have  been  needlessly 
introduced  into  every  familiar  page  prove  at  last  as  tor- 
menting as  a  swarm  of  flies  to  the  weary  traveller  on  a 
summer's  day.^  To  speak  plainly,  the  book  has  been  made 
unreadable. 

But  in  fact  the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment Company  (Bishop  Ellicott,)  has  delivered  himself  on 
this  subject  in  language  which  leaves  nothing  to  be  desired, 
and  which  we  willingly  make  our  own.  "  No  Eevision  " 
(he  says)  "in  the  present  day  could  hope  to  meet  with  an 
hour's  acceptance  if  it  failed  to  preserve  the  tone,  rhythm,  and 
diction  of  the  present  Authorized  Version."  ^ — What  else  is 
this  but  a  vaticination,— of  which  the  uninspired  Author,  by 
his  own  act  and  deed,  has  ensured  the  punctual  fulfilment  ? 

We  lay  the  Revisers'  volume  down  con\n[nced  that  the 
case  of  their  work  is  simply  hopeless.  Non  ego  pauds 
offendar  nuiculis.  Had  the  blemishes  been  capable  of  being 
reckoned  up,  it  might  have  been  worth  while  to  try  to 
remedy  some  of  them.     But  when,  instead  of  being  disfigured 


*  "  We  meet  in  every  page  **  (says  Dr.  Wordsworth,  the  learned  Bishop 
of  Lincohi,)  "with  small  changes  which  are  vexatious,  teasing,  and 
irritating ;  even  the  more  so  because  they  are  small  (as  small  insects  sting 
most  sharply),  which  seem  almoBt  to  be  made  merely  for  the  take  of 
change.** — p.  25. 

*  On  the  Revision  of  the  English  Version^  &c.  (1870),  p.  99. 
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by  a  few  weeds  scattered  here  and  there,  the  whole  field 
proves  to  be  sown  over  in  every  direction  with  thorns  and 
briars;  above  all  when,  deep  beneath  the  surface,  roots  of 
bitterness  to  be  counted  by  thousands,  are  found  to  have 
been  silently  planted  in,  which  are  sure  to  produce  poisonous 
fruit  after  many  days : — under  such  circumstances  only  one 
course  can  be  prescribed.  Let  the  entire  area  be  ploughed 
up, — ploughed  deep ;  and  let  the  ground  be  left  for  a  decent 
space  of  time  without  cultivation.  It  is  idle — worse  than 
idle — to  dream  of  revising,  with  a  view  to  retaining,  this 
Eevision.  Another  generation  of  students  must  be  suffered 
to  arise.  Time  must  be  given  for  Passion  and  Prejudice 
to  cool  effectually  down.  Partisanship,  (which  at  present 
prevails  to  an  extraordinary  extent,  but  which  is  wondrously 
out  of  place  in  this  department  of  Sacred  Learning,) — 
Fartizanship  must  be  completely  outlived,  —  before  the 
Church  can  venture,  with  the  remotest  prospect  of  a  success- 
ful issue,  to  organize  another  attempt  at  revising  the 
Authorized  Version  of  the  New  Testament  Scriptures. 

Yes,  and  in  the  meantime— {let  it  in  all  faithfulness  be 
added) — the  Science  of  Textual  Criticism  will  have  to  be 
prosecuted, /or  the  first  time,  in  a  scholarlike  manner.  Fun- 
damental Principles,  —  sufficiently  axiomatic  to  ensure 
general  acceptance, — will  have  to  be  laid  down  for  men's 
guidance.  The  time  has  quite  gone  by  for  vaunting  *the 
now  established  Principles  of  Texttud  Criticism*^ — as  if  they 
had  an  actual  existence.  Let  us  be  shown,  instead,  which 
those  Principles  be.  As  for  the  weak  superstition  of  these 
last  days,  which — without  proof  of  any  hind — would  erect  two 
IVth-century  Copies  of  the  New  Testament,  (demonstrably 
derived  from  one  and  the  same  utterly  depraved  archetype,) 


*  Bp.  Ellicott,  Dtocemn  Progress,  Jan.  1882, — p.  19. 

Q  2 
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into  an  authority  from  which  there  shall  be  no  appeal, — ^it 
cannot  be  too  soon  or  too  unconditionally  abandoned.  And, 
perhaps  beyond  all  things,  men  must  be  invited  to  disabuse 
their  minds  of  the  singular  imagination  that  it  is  in  their 
power,  when  addressing  themselves  to  that  most  difficult  and 
delicate  of  problems, — the  improvement  of  the  Traditional 
Text, — 'solvere  ambulando.'^  They  are  assured  that  they 
may  not  take  to  Textual  Criticism  as  ducks  take  to  the 
water.  They  will  be  drowned  inevitably  if  they  are  so  ill- 
advised  as  to  make  the  attempt. 

Then  further,  those  who  would  interpret  the  New  Testa- 
ment Scriptures,  are  reminded  that  a  thorough  acquaintance 
with  the  Septuagintal  Version  of  the  Old  Testament  is  one 
indispensable  condition  of  success.*  And  finally,  the  Revi- 
sionists of  the  future  (if  they  desire  that  their  labours  should 
be  crowned),  will  find  it  their  wisdom  to  practise  a  severe 
self-denial ;  to  confine  themselves  to  the  correction  of  **  plain 
and  clear  errors ; "  and  in  fact  to  "  introduce  into  the  Text  as 
few  alterations  ojs  possiile." 

On  a  review  of  all  that  has  happened,  from  first  to  last, 
we  can  but  feel  greatly  concerned :  greatly  surprised :  most  of 
all,  disappointed.  We  had  expected  a  vastly  different  result. 
It  is  partly*  (not  quite)  accoimted  for,  by  the  rare  attendance 
in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber  of  some  of  the  names  on  which 
we  had  chiefly  relied.     Bishop  Moberly  (of  Salisbury)  was 


'  Bp.  Ellicott,  On  Revidon^ — p.  49. 

'  '  Qui  Lxx  interpretes  rum  legit,  aut  minus  legit  accurate^  is  sciat  ae 
non  adeo  idoneuniy  qui  Scripta  Evangdica  Apostolica  de  Orasco  in 
Latinumy  aut  cdium  aliquem  sermonem  transferat,  ut  ut  in  aliis  Chracis 
acriptoribus  multum  diuquefuerit  versatus,*  (John  Bois,  1 619.) — *  Oraecum 
N,  T.  contextum  rite  inteUecturo  nihil  est  utilius  quam  diligenter  veraasse 
Alexandrinam  antiqui  Foederis  iiiterpretationem,  e  qua  una  plus  pkti 

POTERIT    AUXILII,    QUAM     EX     VETKRIBU8     SCRIPTORIBUS     GRiBCIB     8IMUL 

suiCTis.    Centena  reperientur  in  N,  T.  nusquam  obvia  in  scriptis  Grmcarum 
veterum,  sed frequentata  in  Al^ocandrind  versiane*    (Valcknaer,  1715-86.) 
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present  on  only  121  occasions:  Bishop  Wordsworth  (of  S. 
Andrews)  on  only  109 :  Archbishop  Trench  (of  Dublin)  on  only 
63 :  Bishop  WUberforce  on  only  one.  The  Archbishop,  in  his 
Charge,  adverts  to  '  the  not  unfrequent  sacrifice  of  grace  and 
ease  to  the  rigorous  requirements  of  a  literal  accuracy ; '  and 
regards  them  *  as  pushed  to  a  faulty  excess '  (p.  22).  Eleven 
years  before  the  scheme  for  the  present '  Eevision '  had  been 
matured,  the  same  distinguished  and  judicious  Prelate,  (then 
Dean  of  Westminster,)  persuaded  as  he  was  that  a  Bevision 
oiight  to  come,  and  convinced  that  in  time  it  wovM  come, 
deprecated  its  being  attempted  yd.  His  words  were, — "  Not 
however,  I  would  trust,  as  yet :  for  we  are  not  as  yet  in  any 
respect  prepared  for  it.  The  Greek,  and  the  English  which 
should  enable  us  to  bring  this  to  a  successful  end  might,  it  is 
to  be  feared,  be  wanting  alike."  ^  Archbishop  Trench,  with 
wise  after-thought,  in  a  second  edition,  explained  himself 
to  mean  "  that  special  Hellenistic  Oreek,  here  required," 

The  Bp.  of  S.  Andrews  has  long  since,  in  the  fullest  manner, 
cleared  himself  from  the  suspicion  of  complicity  in  the  errors 
of  the  work  before  us, — as  well  in  respect  of  the '  New  Greek 
Text*  as  of  the  'New  English  Version.'  In  the  Charge 
which  he  delivered  at  his  Diocesan  Synod,  (22nd  Sept. 
1880,)  he  openly  stated  that  two  years  before  the  work  was 
finally  completed,  he  had  felt  obliged  to  address  a  printed 
circular  to  each  member  of  the  Company,  in  which  he 
strongly  remonstrated  against  the  excess  to  which  changes 
had  been  carried ;  and  that  the  remonstrance  had  been,  for 
the  most  part,  unheeded.  Had  this  been  otherwise,  there 
is  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  reception  which  the 
Bevision  has  met  with  would  have  been  far  less  unfavour- 
able, and  that  many  a  controversy  which  it  has  stirred  up, 
would  have  been  avoided.     We  have  been  assured  that  the 


'  Ofi  the  Authorized  Feft*6/i, — ^p.  6. 
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Bp.  of  S.  Andrews  would  have  actually  resigned  his  place  in 
the  Company  at  that  time,  if  he  had  not  been  led  to  expect 
that  some  opportunity  would  have  been  taken  by  the 
Minority,  when  the  work  was  finished,  to  express  their 
formal  dissent  from  the  course  which  had  been  followed, 
and  many  of  the  conclusions  which  had  been  adopted. 

Were  certain  other  excellent  personages,  (Scholars  and 
Divines  of  the  best  type)  who  were  often  present,  disposed 
at  this  late  hour  to  come  forward,  they  too  would  doubtless 
tell  us  that  they  heartily  regretted  what  was  done,  but  were 
powerless  to  prevent  it.  It  is  no  secret  that  Dr.  Lee, — 
the  learned  Archdeacon  of  Dublin, — (one  of  the  few  really 
competent  members  of  the  Revising  body,) — ^found  himself 
perpetually  in  the  minority. 

The  same  is  to  be  recorded  concerning  Dr.  Roberts,  whose 
work  on  the  Gospels  (published  in  1864)  shows  that  he  is 
not  by  any  means  so  entirely  a  novice  in  the  mysteries  of 
Textual  Criticism  as  certain  of  his  colleagues. — One  famous 
Scholar  and  excellent  Divine, — a  Dean  whom  we  forbear  to 
name, — with  the  modesty  of  real  learning,  often  withheld 
what  (had  he  given  it)  would  have  been  an  adverse  vote. — 
Another  learned  and  accomplished  Dean  (Dr.  Merivale),  after 
attending  19  meetings  of  the  Revising  body,  withdrew  in 
disgust  from  them  entirely.  He  disapproved  the  method  of 
his  colleagues,  and  was  determined  to  incur  no  share  of  re- 
sponsibility for  the  probable  result  of  their  deliberations. — 
By  the  way, — ^What  about  a  certain  solemn  Protest,  by 
means  of  which  the  Minority  had  resolved  liberare  animas 
mas  concerning  the  open  disregard  shown  by  the  Majority 
for  the  conditions  under  which  they  had  been  entrusted  with 
the  work  of  Revision,  but  which  was  withheld  at  the  last 
moment?  Inasmuch  as  their  reasons  for  the  course  they 
eventually  adopted  seemed  sufficient  to  those  high-minded  and 
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honourable  men,  we  forbear  to  challenge  it.  Nothing  however 
shall  deter  us  from  plainly  avowing  our  own  opinion  that 
human  regards  scarcely  deserve  a  hearing  when  GtOd's 
Truth  is  imperilled.  And  that  the  Truth  of  God's  Word  in 
countless  instances  has  been  ignorantly  sacrificed  by  a  majo- 
rity of  the  Eevisionists — (out  of  deference  to  a  worthless 
Theory,  newly  invented  and  passionately  advocated  by  two 
of  their  body), — ^has  been  already  demonstrated ;  as  far,  that 
is,  as  demonstration  is  possible  in  this  subject  matter. 

As  for  Prebendary  Scrivener, — the  only  really  competent 
Texttud  Critic  of  the  whole  party, — it  is  well  known 
that  he  found  himself  perpetually  outvoted  by  two-thirds 
of  those  present.  We  look  forward  to  the  forthcoming 
new  edition  of  his  Plain  IntrodiLction,  in  the  confident 
belief  that  he  will  there  make  it  abundantly  plain  that  he  is 
in  no  degree  responsible  for  the  monstrous  Text  which  it 
became  his  painful  duty  to  conduct  through  the  Press  on 
behalf  of  the  entire  body,  of  which  he  continued  to  the 
last  to  be  a  member.  It  is  no  secret  that,  throughout.  Dr. 
Scrivener  pleaded  in  vain  for  the  general  view  we  have 
ourselves  advocated  in  this  and  the  preceding  Article. 

All  alike  may  at  least  enjoy  the  real  satisfaction  of 
knowing  that,  besides  having  stimulated,  to  an  extraordi- 
nary extent,  public  attention  to  the  contents  of  the  Book 
of  Life,  they  have  been  instrumental  in  awakening  a  living 
interest  in  one  important  but  neglected  department  of 
Sacred  Science,  which  will  not  easily  be  again  put  to  sleep. 
It  may  reasonably  prove  a  solace  to  them  to  reflect  that 
they  have  besides,  although  perhaps  in  ways  they  did  not 
anticipate,  rendered  excellent  service  to  mankind.  A  monu- 
ment they  have  certainly  erected  to  themselves, — ^though 
neither  of  their  Taste  nor  yet  of  their  Learning.  Their  well- 
meant  endeavours  have  provided  an  admirable  text-book  for 


232  CONSOLATION.  [Art.  U. 

Teachers  of  Divinity, — who  will  henceforth  instruct  their 
pupils  to  beware  of  the  Textual  errors  of  the  Revisionists  of 
1881,  as  well  as  of  their  tasteless,  injudicious,  and  unsatis- 
factory essays  in  Translation.  This  work  of  theirs  will  dis- 
charge the  office  of  a  warning  beacon  to  as  many  as  shall 
hereafter  embark  on  the  same  perilous  enterprise  with  them- 
selves. It  will  convince  men  of  the  danger  of  pursuing  the 
same  ill-omened  course:  trusting  to  the  same  unskilful 
guidance :  venturing  too  near  the  same  wreck-strewn  shore. 

Its  effect  will  be  to  open   men's  eyes,  as  nothing  else 
could  possibly  have  done,  to  the  dangers  which  beset  the 
Eevision  of  Scripture.     It  will  teach  faithful  hearts  to  cling 
the  closer  to  the  priceless  treasure  which  was  bequeathed 
to  them  by  the  piety  and  wisdom  of  their  fathers.     It  will 
dispel  for  ever  the  dream  of  those  who  have  secretly  ima- 
gined that   a   more   exact   Version,  undertaken  with  the 
boasted  helps  of  this  nineteenth  century  of  ours,   would 
bring  to  light  something  which  has  been  hitherto  unfairly 
kept    concealed    or    else   misrepresented.      Not  the   least 
service  which  the  Eevisionists  have  rendered    has    been 
the    proof    their    work    affords,    how    very    seldom    our 
Authorized  Version  is  materially  wrong:  how  faithful  and 
trustworthy,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  throughout.     Let  it  be 
also  candidly  admitted  that,  even  where  (in  our  judgment) 
the  Revisionists  have  erred,  they  have  never  had  the  mis- 
fortime  seriously  to  obscure  a  single  feature  of  Divine  Truth  ; 
nor  have  they  in  any  quarter  (as  we  hope)  inflicted  wounds 
which  will  be  attended  with  worse  results  than  to  leave  a 
hideous  scar  behind  them.     It  is  but  fair  to  add  that  their 
work  bears  marks  of  an  amount  of  conscientious  (though 
misdirected)  labour,  which  those  only  can  fully  appreciate 
who  have  made  the  same  province  of  study  to  some  extent 
their  own. 


ARTICLE  III. 

WESTCOTT  AND  HOET'S  NEW 
TEXTUAL  THEORY. 


"  In  the  detennination  of  disputed  readings,  these  Critics  avail  them- 
selves of  so  small  a  portion  of  existing  materials,  or  allow  so  little  weight 
to  others,  that  the  Student  who  follows  them  has  positively  less  ground 
for  his  convictions  than  former  Scholars  had  at  any  period  in  the  history 
of  modem  Criticism,^ — Canon  Cook,  p.  16. 

**  We  have  no  right,  douhtless,  to  assume  that  our  Principles  are  in- 
iiallihle :  hut  we  have  a  right  to  claim  that  any  one  who  rejects  them .... 
should  confute  the  Arguments  and  rehut  the  Evidence  on  which  the 
opposite  conclusion  has  heen  founded.  Strong  compressions  of  Individual 
Opinion  are  not  Arguments,** — ^Bp.  Ellioott's  Pamphlet,  (1882,)  p.  40. 

Our  *'  method  involves  vast  research,  unwearied  patience  ...    It  will 

therefore  find  hut  little  &vour  with  those  who  adopt  the  easy  method 

of  using  some  favourite  Manuscript^  or  some  supposed  power  of  divining 
the  Original  Text.*'—BF.  Ellioott,  Ibid.  p.  19. 

^  Non  enim  sumus  sicut  plurimi,  adulterantes  (jcoiri^Xcvoyrcf)  verbum 
Del"— 2  Cor.  ii.  17. 


THE 


BEVISION    EEVISED 


Article  III.— WESTCOTT  AND  HOETS  NEW 

TEXTUAL  THEOEY. 


"  Who  is  this  that  darkeneth  counsel  by  words  without  knowledge  7^ 
— Job  xxxviiL  2. 

**Gan  the  blind  lead  the  blind?  shall  they  not  both  fall  into  the 
ditch?"— S.  Luke  vi.  39. 

Proposing  to  ourselves  (May  17th,  1881)  to  enquire  into 
the  merits  of  the  recent  Eevision  of  the  Authorized  Version 
of  the  New  Testament  Scriptures,  we  speedily  became  aware 
that  an  entirely  different  problem  awaited  us  and  demanded 
preliminary  investigation.  We  made  the  distressing  discovery, 
that  the  underlying  Greek  Text  had  been  completely  re- 
fashioned throughout.  It  was  accordingly  not  so  much  a 
*  Revised  Unglish  Version '  as  a  '  New  Greek  Text*  which  was 
challenging  public  acceptance.  Premature  therefore, — not  to 
say  preposterous, — would  have  been  any  enquiry  into  the 
degree  of  abUity  with  which  the  original  Greek  had  been 
rendered  into  English  by  our  Eevisionists,  until  we  had  iSrst 
satisfied  ourselves  that  it  was  still '  the  original  Greek  *  with 
which  we  had  to  deal :  or  whether  it  had  been  the  supreme 
infelicity  of  a  body  of  Scholars  claiming  to  act  by  the 
authority  of  the  sacred  Synod  of  Canterbury,  to  put  them- 
selves into  the  hands  of  some  ingenious  theory-monger,  and 
to  become  the  dupes  of  any  of  the  strange  delusions  which 
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are  found  unhappily  still  to  prevail  in  certain  quarters,  on 
the  subject  of  Textual  Criticism. 

The  correction  of  known  Textual  errors  of  coiirse  we 
eagerly  expected:  and  on  every  occasion  when  the  Tradi- 
tional Text  was  altered,  we  as  confidently  depended  on 
finding  a  record  of  the  circumstance  inserted  with  religious 
fidelity  into  the  margin, — as  agreed  upon  by  the  Eevisionists 
at  the  outset.  In  both  of  these  expectations  however  we 
foimd  ourselves  sadly  disappointed.  The  Bevisionists  have 
not  corrected  the  'known  Textual  errors.'  On  the  other 
hand,  besides  silently  adopting  most  of  those  wretched  fabri- 
cations which  are  just  now  in  favour  with  the  Grerman  school, 
they  have  encumbered  their  margin  with  those  other  Headings 
which,  after  due  examination,  tfiey  had  themsdvea  deliberately 
rqected.  For  why?  Because,  in  their  collective  judgment, 
*for  the  present,  it  would  not  be  safe  to  accept  one  Reading 
to  the  absolute  exclusion  of  others.'  ^  A  fatal  adnuBsion 
truly !  What  are  found  in  the  margin  are  therefore  '  cUter- 
native  Beadingsl — ^in  the  opinion  of  these  self-constituted 
representatives  of  the  Church  and  of  the  Sects. 

It  becomes  evident  that,  by  this  ill-advised  proceeding, 
our  Bevisionists  would  convert  every  Englishman's  copy 
of  the  New  Testament  into  a  one-sided  Introduction  to 
the  Critical  difficulties  of  the  Greek  Text;  a  labyrinth, 
out  of  which  they  have  not  been  at  the  pains  to  supply 
him  with  a  single  hint  as  to  how  he  may  find  his  way. 
On  the  contrary.  By  candidly  avowing  that  they  find  them- 
selves enveloped  in  the  same  Stygian  darkness  with  the 
ordinary  English  Reader,  they  give  him  to  understand  that 


^  Vr^Q/cm^  p.  xiv. 
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there  is  absolutely  no  escape  from  the  difl&culty.  What 
else  must  be  the  result  of  all  this  but  general  uncertamty, 
confusion,  distress  ?  A  hazy  mistrust  of  all  Scripture  has 
been  insinuated  into  the  hearts  and  minds  of  countless 
millions,  who  in  this  way  have  heen  forced  to  become  doubt- 
ers,— yes,  doubters  in  the  Truth  of  Eevelation  itself.  One 
recals  sorrowfully  the  terrible  woe  denounced  by  the  Author 
of  Scripture  on  those  who  minister  occasions  of  falling  to 
others : — *  It  must  needs  be  that  offences  come ;  but  woe  to 
that  man  by  whom  the  offence  cometh ! ' 

For  ourselves,  shocked  and  offended  at  the  unfaithfulness, 
which  could  so  deal  with  the  sacred  Deposit,  we  made  it  our 
business  to  expose,  somewhat  in  detail,  what  had  been  the 
method  of  our  Eevisionists.  In  our  October  number  ^  we  de- 
monstrated, (as  far  as  was  possible  within  such  narrow  limits,) 
the  utterly  untrustworthy  character  of  not  a  few  of  the 
results  at  which,  after  ten  years  of  careful  study,  these 
distinguished  Scholars  proclaim  to  the  civilized  world  that 
they  have  deliberately  arrived.  In  our  January  number* 
also,  we  found  it  impossible  to  avoid  extending  our  enume- 
ration of  Textual  errors  and  multiplying  our  proofs,  while 
we  were  making  it  our  business  to  show  that,  even  had  their 
Text  been  faultless,  their  Translation  must  needs  be  rejected 
as  intolerable,  on  grounds  of  defective  Scholarship  and 
egregious  bad  Taste.  The  popular  verdict  has  in  the  mean- 
time been  pronounced  unmistakably.  It  is  already  admitted 
on  all  hands  that  the  Bevision  has  been  a  prodigious  blunder. 
How  it  came  about  that,  with  such  a  first-rate  textual  Critic 
among  them  as  Prebendary  Scrivener,'  the  Eevisers  of  1881 


*  Quarterly  Beview,  No.  304.  *  Quarterly  Review^  No.  305. 

'  At  the  head  of  the  present  Article,  as  it  originally  appeared,  will  be 
found  enumerated  Dr.  Scrivener's  principal  works.    It  shall  but  be  said  of 
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should  have  deliberately  gone  back  to  those  vile  fabricatioiis 
from  which  the  good  Providence  of  Gk)D  preserved  Erasmus 
and  Stunica, — Stephens  and  Beza  and  the  Elzevirs, — three 
centuries  ago :— how  it  happened  that,  with  so  many  splendid 
Scholars  sitting  round  their  table,  they  should  have  produced 
a  Translation  which,  for  the  most  part,  reads  like  a  first-rate 
school-boy's  crib, — ^tasteless,  unlovely,  harsh,  unidiomatic ; — 
servile  without  being  really  faithful, — pedantic  without  being 
really  learned; — an  imreadable  Translation,  in  short;  the 
result  of  a  vast  amount  of  labour  indeed,  but  of  wondrous 
little  skill : — how  aU  this  has  come  about,  it  were  utterly 
useless  at  this  time  of  day  to  enquire. 

them,  that  they  are  wholly  unrivalled,  or  rather  unapproached,  in  their 
particular  department  Himself  an  exact  and  elegant  Scholar, — a  moat 
patient  and  accurate  observer  of  Textual  phenomena,  as  well  as  an 
interesting  and  judicious  expositor  of  their  significance  and  value; — 
guarded  in  his  statements,  temperate  in  his  language,  fair  and  impartial 
(even  kind)  to  all  who  come  in  his  way : — Dr.  Scrivener  is  the  very  best 
teacher  and  guide  to  whom  a  banner  can  resort,  who  desires  to  be  led  by 
the  hand,  as  it  were,  through  the  intricate  mazes  of  Textual  Criticism. 
His  Plain  Introduction  to  the  Criticiam  of  the  New  Testament  for  the  rue  of 
BibluxU  Students,  (of  which  a  third  edition  is  now  in  the  press,)  is  perforce 
the  most  generally  useful,  because  the  most  comprehensive,  of  his  works  ; 
but  we  strenuously  recommend  the  three  prefatory  chapters  of  his  Full  and 
Exact  Collation  of  about  twenty  Greek  Manuscripts  of  the  Oospds  [pp. 
Ixxiv.  and  178, — 1853],  and  the  two  prefatory  chapters  of  his  Exa(^ 
Transcript  of  the  Codex  Augiensis,  &c.,  to  which  is  added  a  full  Collation 
of  Fifty  Manuscripts,  [pp.  Ixxx.  and  563, — 1859,]  to  the  attention  of 
students.  His  Collation  of  Codex  Bezn  (d)  is  perhaps  the  greatest  of  his 
works :  but  whatever  he  has  done,  he  has  done  best.  It  is  instructive  to 
compare  his  collation  of  Cod.  K  with  Tischendorfs.  No  reader  of  the 
Greek  Testament  can  afford  to  be  without  his  reprint  of  Stephens'  ed.  of 
1550 :  and  English  readers  are  reminded  that  Dr.  Scrivener's  is  the  only 
classical  edition  of  the  English  Bible, — The  Cambridge  Paragraph  Btble, 
&c.,  1870-3.  His  Preface  or  *  Introduction '  (pp.  ix.-cxx.)  passes  praise. 
Ordinary  English  readers  should  enquire  for  his  Six  Lectures  on  the  Text 
of  the  N,  T,  &c.,  1875, — which  is  in  fact  an  attempt  to  popularize  the 
Plain  Introduction.  The  reader  is  referred  to  note  Q)  at  the  foot 
of  page  243. 
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Unable  to  disprove  the  correctness  of  our  Criticism  on 
the  Eevised  Greek  Text,  even  in  a  single  instance,  certain 
partizans  of  the  Revision, — singular  to  relate, — ^have  been 
ever  since  industriously  promulgating  the  notion,  that  the 
Reviewer's  great  misfortune  and  fatal  disadvantage  all  along 
has  been,  that  he  wrote  his  first  Article  before  the  pub- 
lication of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort's  Critical '  Introduction.* 
Had  he  but  been  so  happy  as  to  have  been  made  aware  by 
those  eminent  Scholars  of  the  critical  principles  which  have 
guided  them  in  the  construction  of  their  Text,  how  differently 
must  he  have  expressed  himself  throughout,  and  to  what 
widely  different  conclusions  must  he  have  inevitably  arrived ! 
This  is  what  has  been  once  and  again  either  openly  declared, 
or  else  privately  intimated,  in  many  quarters.  Some,  in  the 
warmth  of  their  partizanship,  have  been  so  ill-advised  as  to 
insinuate  that  it  argues  either  a  deficiency  of  moral  courage, 
or  else  of  intellectual  perception,  in  the  Reviewer,  that  he.  has 
not  long  since  grappled  definitely  with  the  Theory  of  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort, — and  either  published  an  Answer  to  it, 
or  else  frankly  admitted  that  he  finds  it  unanswerable. 

(a)  All  of  which  strikes  us  as  queer  in  a  high  degree. 
First,  because  as  a  matter  of  fact  we  were  careful  to  make  it 
plain  that  the  Introduction  in  question  had  duly  reached  us 
before  the  first  sheet  of  our  earlier  Article  had  left  our  hands. 
To  be  brief, — we  made  it  our  business  to  procure  a  copy  and 
read  it  through,  the  instant  we  heard  of  its  publication :  and 
on  our  fourteenth  page  (see  above,  pp.  26-8)  we  endeavoured 
to  compress  into  a  long  foot-note  some  account  of  a  Theory 
which  (we  take  leave  to  say)  can  appear  formidable  only  to 
one  who  either  lacks  the  patience  to  study  it,  or  else  the 
knowledge  requisite  to  understand  it.  We  found  that,  from 
a  diligent  perusal  of  the  Preface  prefixed  to  the  'limited 
and  private  issue '  of  1870,  we  had  formed  a  perfectly  correct 
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estimate  of  the  contents  of  the  Introduction ;  and  had  already 
characterized  it  with  entire  accuracy  at  pp.  24  to  29  of  our 
first  Article.  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort's  New  Testament  in 
the  original  Greek  was  discovered  to  '  partake  inconveniently 
of  the  nature  of  a  work  of  the  Imagination/ — as  we  had 
anticipated.  We  became  easily  convinced  that  'those  ac- 
complished Scholars  had  succeeded  in  producing  a  Text 
vastly  more  remote  from  the  inspired  autographs  of  the 
Evangelists  and  Apostles  of  our  LoRDy  than  any  which  has 
appeared  since  the  invention  of  Printing.' 

(6)  But  the  queerest  circumstance  is  behind.  How  is  it 
supposed  that  any  amount  of  study  of  the  last  new  Theory  of 
Textual  Bevision  can  seriously  affect  a  Eeviewer's  estimate 
of  the  evidential  value  of  the  historical  facets  on  which  he 
relies  for  his  proof  that  a  certain  exhibition  of  the  Greek 
Text  is  untrustworthy  ?  The  ombs  probandi  rests  clearly  not 
with  him,  but  with  those  who  call  those  proofs  of  his  in 
question.  More  of  this,  however,  by  and  by.  We  are  im- 
patient to  get  on. 

(c)  And  then,  lastly, — ^What  have  we  to  do  with  the  Theory 
of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  ?  or  indeed  with  the  Theory  of 
any  other  person  who  can  be  named  ?  We  have  been  examin- 
ing the  new  Greek  Text  of  the  Revisionists,  We  have  con- 
demned, after  furnishing  detailed  proof,  the  results  at  which — 
by  whatever  means — that  distinguished  body  of  Scholars  has 
arrived.  Surely  it  is  competent  to  us  to  upset  their  con- 
clicsion,  without  being  constrained  also  to  investigate  in  detail 
the  illicit  logical  processes  by  which  two  of  their  number  in 
a  separate  publication  have  arrived  at  far  graver  results,  and 
often  even  stand  hopelessly  apart,  the  one  from  the  other ! 
We  say  it  in  no  boastful  spirit,  but  we  have  an  undoubted 
right  to  assume,  that  unless  the  Eevisionists  are  able  by  a 
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stronger  array  of  authorities  to  set  aside  the  evidence  we 
have  abready  brought  forward,  the  calamitous  destiny  of  their 
*  Revision/  so  far  as  the  New  Testament  is  concerned,  is 
simply  a  thing  inevitable. 

Let  it  not  be  imagined,  however,  from  what  goes  before, 
that  we  desire  to  sliirk  the  proposed  encounter  with  the 
advocates  of  this  last  new  Text,  or  that  we  entertain  the 
slightest  intention  of  doing  so.  We  willingly  accept  the 
assurance,  that  it  is  only  because  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  are 
virtually  responsible  for  the  Revisers'  Greek  Text,  that  it  is 
so  imperiously  demanded  by  the  Revisers  and  their  partizans, 
that  the  Theory  of  the  two  Cambridge  Professors  may  be 
critically  examined.  TVe  can  sympathize  also  with  the  secret 
distress  of  certain  of  the  body,  who  now,  when  it  is  all 
too  late  to  remedy  the  mischief,  begin  to  suspect  that  they 
have  been  led  away  by  the  hardihood  of  self-assertion; — 
overpowered  by  the  facuiidia  prseceps  of  one  who  is  at  least  a 
thorough  believer  in  his  own  self-evolved  opinions ; — imposed 
upon  by  the  seemingly  consentient  pages  of  Tischendorf  and 
Tregelles,  Westcott  and  Hort. — Without  further  preface  we 
begin. 

It  is  presumed  that  we  shall  be  rendering  acceptable 
service  in  certain  quarters  if, — before  investigating  the  par- 
ticular Theory  which  has  been  proposed  for  consideration, — we 
endeavour  to  give  the  unlearned  English  Reader  some  general 
notion,  (it  must  perforce  be  a  very  imperfect  one,)  of  the 
nature  of  the  controversy  to  which  the  Theory  now  to  be 
considered  belongs,  and  out  of  which  it  has  sprung.  Claim- 
ing to  be  an  attempt  to  determine  the  Truth  of  Scripture  on 
scientific  principles,  the  work  before  us  may  be  regarded  as 
the  latest  outcome  of  that  violent  recoil  from  the  Traditional 
Greek  Text, — that  strange   impatience  of  its  authority,  or 
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rather  denial  that  it  possesses  any  authority  at  all, — which 
began  with  Lachmann  just  50  years  ago  (viz.  in  1831),  and 
lias  prevailed  ever  since ;  its  most  conspicuous  promoters 
being  Tregelles  (1857-72)  and  Tischendorf  (1865-72). 

The  true  nature  of  the  Principles  which  respectively 
animate  the  two  parties  in  this  controversy  is  at  tliis  time  as 
much  as  ever, — perhaps  more  than  ever, — popularly  misunder- 
stood. The  common  view  of  the  contention  in  which  they 
are  engaged,  is  certainly  the  reverse  of  complimentary  to  the 
school  of  which  Dr.  Scrivener  is  the  most  accomplished  living 
exponent.  We  hear  it  confidently  asserted  that  the  conten- 
tion is  nothing  else  but  an  irrational  endeavour  on  the  one 
part  to  set  up  the  many  modern  against  the  few  ancient 
Witnesses  ; — the  later  cursive  copies  against  the  '  old  Uncials ;' 
— inveterate  traditional  Error  against  undoubted  primitive 
Truth.  The  disciples  of  the  new  popular  school,  on  the  con- 
trary, are  represented  as  relying  exclusively  on  Antiquity. 
We  respectfully  assure  as  many  as  require  the  assurance, 
that  the  actual  contention  is  of  an  entirely  different  nature. 
But,  before  we  offer  a  single  word  in  the  way  of  explanation, 
let  the  position  of  our  assailants  at  least  be  correctly  ascer- 
tained and  clearly  established.  We  have  already  been  con- 
strained to  some  extent  to  go  over  this  ground :  but  we  will 
not  repeat  ourselves.  The  Reader  is  referred  back,  in  the 
meantime,  to  pp.  21-24. 

Lachmann's  ruling  principle  then,  was  exclusive  reliance 
on  a  very  few  ancient  authorities — hecaiise  they  are  '  ancient.' 
He  constructed  his  Text  on  three  or  four, — not  unfrequently 
on  one  or  two, — Greek  codices.  Of  the  Greek  Fathers,  he 
relied  on  Origen.  Of  the  oldest  Versions,  he  cared  only  for 
the  Latin.  To  the  Syriac  (concerning  which,  see  above,  p.  9), 
he  paid   no  attention.     We  venture   to  think  his  method 
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irrational.  But  this  is  really  a  point  on  which  the  thought- 
ful reader  is  competent  to  judge  for  himself  He  is  invited 
to  read  the  note  at  foot  of  the  page.^ 

Tregelles  adopted  the  same  strange  method.  He  resorted 
to  a  very  few  out  r)f  the  entire  mass  of  '  ancient  Authorities ' 
for  the  construction  of  liis  Text.  His  proceeding  is  exactly 
that  of  a  man,  who — in  order  that  he  may  the  better  explore 
a  comparatively  unknown  region — begins  by  putting  out  both 
his  eyes ;  and  resolutely  refuses  the  help  of  the  natives 
to  show  him  the  way.  Why  he  rejected  the  testimony  of 
every  Father  of  tlie  IVth  century,  except  Euschius, — it  were 
unprofitable  to  enquire. 

TiscHENDORF,  the  last  and  by  far  the  ablest  Critic  of  the 
three,  knew  better  than  to  reject '  eighty-nine  ninetieths  *  of 
the  extant  witnesses.  He  had  recourse  to  the  ingenious  expe- 
dient of  adducing  all  the  available  evidence,  but  adopting 
just  as  little  of  it  as  he  chose :  and  he  chose  to  adopt  those 
readings  only,  which  are  vouched  for  by  the  same  little  band 
of  authorities  whose  partial  testimony  had  already  proved 
fatal  to  the  decrees  of  Lachmann  and  Tregelles.  Happy  in 
having  discovered  (in  1859)  an  uncial  codex  (k)  second  in 
antiquity  only  to  the  oldest  before  known  (b),  and  strongly 


*  *  Agmen  ducit  Carohis  Lachmannus  {N,  T,  Berolini  1842-60),  ingenii 
viribus  et  elegantly  doctriiuo  liaud  pluribus  impor ;  editor  N.  T.  audacior 
quam  limatior:  cujus  textum,  a  recepto  longd  decedentem,  tantopere 
judicibiis  quibuiulam  subtilioribus  placuisse  jamdudum  miramiir:  quippe 
qui,  abjoct&  tot  casterorum  codicum  GraBcorum  ope,  perpaucia  antiquis- 
Bimis  (nee  iis  integrls,  nee  per  eum  satis  aceuratd  collatis)  innixus,  libros 
sacros  ad  sasculi  post  Christum  quarti  normam  restituisse  sibi  videatur ; 
versionum  porr5  (eujuslibot  codicis  aetatem  facild  superantium)  Syriacaa 
atque  ^gyptiacarum  eontemptor,  neutrius  linguas  peritus;  Latinarum 
contr^  nimius  fautor,  pras  Bentleio  ipso  Bentleianus.* — Scrivener*s  Preface 
to  Nov,  Test,  textus  Stephanici,  &c.    See  above,  p.  238,  note, 

B  2 
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resembling  that  famous  IVth-century  codex  in  the  character 
of  its  contents,  he  suffered  his  judgment  to  be  overpowered 
by  the  circumstance.  He  at  once  <  1865-72)  remodelled  his 
7th  e<lition  (1850-y)  in  3o05  phiees, — 'to  the  scandal  of  the 
science  of  Comparative  Criticism,  as  well  as  to  his  own  grave 
discredit  for  fliscemment  an<l  consistency.'^  "  And  yet  he 
knew  concerning  Co<l.  k,  that  at  least  ten  different  Beviseis 
from  the  Yth  century  downwanls  had  laboured  to  remedy 
the  scandalously  corrupt  conilition  of  a  text  which,  *  as  it 
prrx;eede<l  from  the  first  scribe/  even  Tregelles  describes  as 
'  xtry  rough!  *  But  in  fact  the  infatuation  which  prevails  to 
this  hour  in  this  department  of  sacred  Science  can  only  be 
sfKjken  of  as  incredible.  Enough  has  been  said  to  show — 
(the  only  point  we  are  bent  on  establishing) — that  the  one 
distinctive  tenet  of  the  three  most  famous  Critics  since  1831 
has  Ixjen  a  superstitious  reverence  for  whatever  is  found  in 
the  m,^^  little  luindful  of  early, — but  not  the  earliest, — nor 
yet  of  necessity  tlie  purest, — documents. 

Against  this  arbitrary  method  of  theirs  we  solemnly,  stiffly 
remonstrate.  *  Strange/  we  venture  to  exclaim,  (address- 
ing tlie  living  representatives  of  the  school  of  Lachmann, 
and  Tregcilles,  and  Tischendorf)  : — '  Strange,  that  you  should 
not  jKirceive  tliat  you  are  the  dupes  of  a  fallacy  which 
is  (jven  transparent.  You  talk  of  "  Antiquity."  But  you  must 
know  very  well  tliat  you  actually  mean  something  different. 
You  fasten  uixin  three,  or  perhaps  four, — on  two,  or  per- 
haps tliree,^-on  one,  or  jyerhaj^s  two, — documents  of  the  IVth 
or  Vth  century.  But  then,  confessedly,  these  are  one,  two, 
three,  or  four  specimens  only  of  Antiquity, — not  "  Antiquity  " 
itself.  And  what  if  they  should  even  prove  to  be  unfair 
samples  of  Antiquity?     Thus,  you  are  observed  always  to 


Scrivener's  Introduction,  p.  429.  *  N.  T.  Tart  XL  p.  2 
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quote  cod.  B  or  at  least  cod.  k.   Pray,  why  may  not  the  Truth 

reside  instead  with  A,  or  c,  or  D  ? — You  quote  the  old  Latin 

or  the  Coptic.     Why  may  not  the  Peschito  or  the  Sahidic 

be  right  rather  ? — You  quote  either  Origen  or  else  Eusebius, 

— but  why  not  Didymus  and  Athanasius,  Epiphanius  and 

Basil,   Chrysostom    and    Theodoret,  the   Gregories  and  the 

Cyrils  ?  ....  It  will  appear  therefore  that  we  are  every  bit 

as  strongly  convinced  as  you  can  be  of  the  paramount  claims 

of  '  Antiquity  : '  but  that,  eschewing  prejudice  and  partiality, 

we  differ  from  you  only  in  this,  viz.  that  we  absolutely  refuse 

to  bow  down  before  the  particular  specivicfis  of  Antigridty 

which  you  have  arbitrarily  selected  as  the  objects  of  your 

superstition.      You  are  illogical  enough  to  propose  to  include 

within  your  list  of  "  ancient  Authorities,"  codd.  1,  33  and  69, 

—which  are  severally  MSS.  of  the  Xth,  Xlth,  and  XlVth 

centuries.     And  why  ?     Only  because  the  Text  of  those  3 

copies  is  observed  to  bear  a  sinister  resemblance  to  that  of 

codex  B.    But  then  why,  in  the  name  of  common  sense,  do  you 

not  show  corresponding  favour  to  the  remaining  997  cursive 

Copies  of  the  N.T., — seeing  th^t  these  are  observed  to  bear 

tJie  same  general  resemblance  to  codex  A  ?  .  .  .  You  are  for  ever 

talking  about  "  old  Readings."     Have  you  not  yet  discovered 

that  ALL  "  Readings  "  are  "  old  "  ? ' 

I 

The  last  contribution  to  this  department  of  sacred  Science 
is  a  critical  edition  of  the  New  Testament  by  Drs.  Westcott 
and  HoRT.     About  this,  we  proceed  to  offer  a  few  remarks. 

I.  The  first  thing  here  which  unfavourably  arrests  atten- 
tion is  the  circumstance  that  this  proves  to  be  the  only 
Critical  Edition  of  the  New  Testament  since  the  days  of  Mill, 
which  does  not  even  pretend  to  contribute  something  to  our 
previous  critical  knowledge  of  the  subject.  Mill  it  was 
(1707)  who  gave  us  the  great  bulk  of  our  various  Beadings ; 
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which  Bengel  (1734)  slightly,  and  Wetsteiii  (1751-2)  very 
considerably,  enlarged. — The  accurate  Matthsei  (1782-8)  ac- 
quainted us  with  the  contents  of  about  100  codices  more  ;  and 
was  followed  by  Griesbach  (1796-1806)  with  important  addi- 
tional materials. — Birch  had  in  the  meantime  (1788)  culled 
from  the  principal  libraries  of  Europe  a  large  assortment  of 
new  Readings :  while  truly  marvellous  was  the  accession  of 
evidence  which  Scholz  brought  to  light  in  1830. — And 
though  Lachmann  (1842-50)  did  wondrous  little  in  this 
department,  he  yet  furnished  the  critical  authority  (such  as 
it  is)  for  his  own  unsatisfactory  Text. — Tregelles  (1857-72), 
by  his  exact  collations  of  MSS.  and  examination  of  the 
earliest  Fathers,  has  laid  the  Church  under  an  abiding 
obligation :  and  what  is  to  be  said  of  Tischendorf  (1856-72), 
who  has  contributed  more  to  our  knowledge  than  any  other 
editor  of  the  N.  T.  since  the  days  of  Mill  ? — Dr.  Scrivener, 
though  he  has  not  independently  edited  the  original  Text,  is 
clearly  to  be  reckoned  among  those  who  have,  by  reason  of 
his  large,  important,  and  accurate  contributions  to  our  know- 
ledge of  ancient  documents.  Transfer  his  collections  of 
various  Readings  to  the  foot  of  the  page  of  a  copy  of  the 
commonly  Received  Text, — ^and  '  Scrivener's  New  Testament  ** 
might  stand  between  the  editions  of  Mill  and  of  Wetstein. 
Let  the  truth  be  told.  C.  F.  Matthiei  and  he  are  the  only 
two  Scholars  who  have  collated  any  considerable  numher  of 
sacred  Codices  with  tlie  needful  amount  of  accxirojcy} 


^  No  one  who  attends  ever  so  little  to  the  subject  can  require  to  bo 
assured  that  *  The  Btw  Testament  in  the  Original  Q reeky  according  to  the 
textjottowed  in  the  Authorized  Version,  together  with  the  variations  adopted 
in  the  Revised  Version*  edited  by  Dr.  Scrivener  for  the  Syndics  of  the 
Cambridge  University  Press,  1881,  does  not  by  any  means  represent  his 
own  views.  The  learned  Prebendary  merely  edited  the  decisions  of  the 
two-thirds  majority  of  the  Revisionists, — which  were  not  his  own. 

*  Those  who  have  never  tried  the  experiment,  can  have  no  idea  of  the 
<itrain  on  tlie  attention  which  such  works  as  those  enumeratcil  in  p.  238 
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Now,  we  trust  we  shall  be  forgiven  if,  at  the  close  of  the 
preceding  enumeration,  we  confess  to  something  like  dis- 
pleasure at  the  oracular  tone  assumed  by  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort  in  dealing  with  the  Text  of  Scripture,  though  they 
admit  (page  90)  that  they  '  rely  for  documentary  evidence  on 
the  stores  accumulated  by  their  predecessors/  Confident  as 
those  distinguished  Professors  may  reasonably  feel  of  their 
ability  to  dispense  with  the  ordinary  appliances  of  Textual 
Criticism ;  and  proud  (as  they  must  naturally  be)  of  a  verify- 
ing faculty  which  (although  they  are  able  to  give  no  account 
of  it)  yet  enables  them  infallibly  to  discriminate  between  the 
false  and  the  tnie,  £is  well  as  to  assign  *  a  local  habitation  and 
a  name'  to  every  word, — inspired  or  uninspired, — which 
purports  to  belong  to  the  N.  T. : — they  must  not  be  offended 
with  us  if  we  freely  assure  them  at  the  outset  that  we  shall 
decline  to  accept  a  single  argumentative  assertion  of  theirs 
for  which  they  fail  to  offer  sufficient  proof.  Tlieir  wholly 
unsupported  decrees,  at  the  risk  of  being  thought  uncivil,  we 
shall  unceremoniously  reject,  as  soon  as  we  have  allowed 
them  a  hearing. 

This  resolve  Ixxles  ill,  we  freely  admit,  to  harmonious 
progress.  But  it  is  inevitable.  For,  to  speak  plainly,  we 
never  before  met  with  such  a  singular  tissue  of  magisterial 
statements,  unsupported  by  a  particle  of  rational  evidence,  as 
we  meet  with  here.  The  abstruse  gravity,  the  long-winded 
earnestness  of  the  wTiter*s  maimer,  contrast  whimsically 
with  the  utterly  inconse(iuential  character  of  his  antecedents 


(iiote)  occasion.  At  the  same  time,  it  cannot  be  too  clearly  understood 
that  it  is  chiefly  by  the  multij)lication  of  exact  collations  of  MSS.  that 
an  abiding  foundation  will  some  day  be  laid  on  which  to  build  up  the 
Science  of  Textual  Criticism.  We  may  safely  keep  our  *  Theories  *  hack 
till  we  have  collated  our  MSS., — re-edited  our  Versions, — indexed  our 
Fatherji.    They  will  be  abundantly  in  time  then. 
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and  his  consequents  throughout.  Professor  Hort — (for  '  the 
writing  of  the  volume  and  the  other  accompaniments  of  the 
Text  devolved'  on  Atm,^) — Dr.  Hort  seems  to  mistake  his 
Opinions  for  facts, — his  Assertions  for  arguments, — and  a 
Eeiteration  of  either  for  an  accession  of  evidence.  There  is 
throughout  the  volume,  apparently,  a  dread  of  Facts  which  is 
even  extraordinary.  An  actual  illustration  of  the  learned 
Author's  meaning, — a  concrete  case, — ^^seems  as  if  it  were 
never  forthcoming.  At  last  it  comes :  but  the  phenomenon 
is  straightway  discovered  to  admit  of  at  least  two  interpre- 
tations, and  therefore  never  to  prove  the  thing  intended. 
In  a  person  of  high  education, — in  one  accustomed  to  exact 
reasoning, — we  should  have  supposed  all  this  impossible. .... 
But  it  is  high  time  to  unfold  the  Introduction  at^the  first 
page,  and  to  begin  to  read. 

II.  It  opens  (p.  1-11)  with  some  unsatisfactory  Bemarks 
on  'Transmission  by  Writing ;'  vague  and  inaccurate, — ^unsup- 
ported by  one  single  Textual  reference, — and  labouring  under 
the  grave  defect  of  leaving  the  most  instructive  phenomena 
of  the  problem  wholly  untouched.  For,  inasmuch  as  *  Trans- 
mission by  writing '  involves  two  distinct  classes  of  errors, 
(1st)  Those  which  are  the  result  of  Accident, — and  (2ndly) 
Those  which  are  the  result  of  Design, — it  is  to  use  a  Header 
badly  not  to  take  the  earliest  opportunity  of  explaining  to 
him  that  what  makes  codd.  B  k  d  such  utterly  untrustworthy 
guides,  (except  when  supported  by  a  large  amount  of  ex- 
traneous evidence,)  is  the  circumstance  that  Design  had 
evidently  so  much  to  do  with  a  vast  proportion  of  the  peculiar 
errors  in  which  they  severally  abound.  In  other  words, 
each  of  those  codices  clearly  exhibits  a  fabricated  Text, — 
is  the  result  of  arbitrary  and  reckless  Recension. 


*  Introduction,  p.  18. 
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Now,  this  is  not  a  matter  of  opinion,  but  of  fact.  In 
S.  Luke's  Gospel  alone  (collated  with  the  traditional  Text) 
the  transpositions  in  codex  B  amount  to  228, — affecting  654 
words  :  in  codex  D,  to  464, — aflFecting  1401  words.  Proceed- 
ing with  our  examination  of  the  same  Gospel  according  to 
S.  Luke,  we  find  that  the  words  omitted  in  B  are  757, — in  D, 
1552.  The  words  substituted  in  B  amount  to  309, — in  D,  to 
1006.  The  readings  peculiar  to  B  are  138,  and  affect  215 
words;  —  those  peculiar  to  D,  are  1731,  and  affect  4090 
words.  Wondrous  few  of  these  can  have  been  due  to  acci- 
dental causes.  The  Text  of  one  or  of  both  codices  must 
needs  be  depraved.  (As  for  k,  it  is  so  frequently  found  in 
accord  with  B,  that  out  of  consideration  for  our  Eeaders,  we 
omit  the  corresponding  figures.) 

We  turn  to  codd.  A  and  c — (executed,  suppose,  a  hundred 
years  after  B,  and  a  hundred  years  before  d) — and  the  figures 
are  found  to  be  as  follows  : — 

The  transpositions  are 

affecting    

The  words  omitted  are 
The  words  substituted 
The  peculiar  readings 

affecting    

Now,  (as  we  had  occasion  to  explain  in  a  previous  page,*) 
it  is  entirely  to  misunderstand  the  question,  to  object  that 
the  preceding  Collation  has  been  made  with  the  Text  of 
Stephanus  open  before  us.  Robert  Etienne  in  the  XVIth 
century  was  not  the  cause  why  cod.  B  in  the  IVth,  and  cod.  D 
in  the  Vlth,  are  so  widely  discordant  from  one  another; 
A  and  c,  so  utterly  at  variance  with  both.     The  simplest 


In  A. 

Inc. 

75  ...   , 

...   67 

199  words  , 

...  197 

208  ... 

...  175 

Ill  ...   . 

...  115 

90  ... 

...   87 

131  words  . 

...  127 

*  See  lower  part  of  page  17.    Also  note  at  p.  75  and  middle  of  p.  262. 
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explanation  of  the  phenomena  is  the  truest ;  namely,  that  B 
and  D  exhibit  grossly  depraved  Texts; — a  circumstance  of 
which  it  is  impossible  that  the  ordinary  Reader  should  be  too 
soon  or  too  often  reminded.     But  to  proceed. 

III.  Some  remarks  follow,  on  what  is  strangely  styled 
'  Transmission  by  printed  Editions  : '  in  the  course  of  which 
Dr.  Hort  informs  us  that  Lachmann's  Text  of  1831  was 
*  the  first  founded  on  documentary  authority.'  ^  .  .  .  .  On 
what  then,  pray,  does  the  learned  Professor  imagine  that 
the  Texts  of  Erasmus  (1516)  and  of  Stunica  (1522)  were 
founded  ?  His  statement  is  incorrect.  The  actual  difference 
between  Lachmann's  Text  and  those  of  the  earlier  Editors  is, 
that  his  '  documentary  authority '  is  partial,  narrow,  self- 
contradictory  ;  and  is  proved  to  be  untrustworthy  by  a  free 
appeal  to  Antiquity.  Tlidr  documentary  authority,  derived 
from  independent  sources, — though  partial  and  naiTow  as 
that  on  which  Lachmann  relied, — exhibits  (uvder  (he  good 
Providence  of  Gouy)  a  Traditional  Text,  the  general  purity 
of  which  is  demonstrated  by  all  the  evidence  which  350 
years  of  subsequent  research  have  succeeded  in  accumu- 
lating ;  and  which  is  confessedly  the  Text  of  a.d.  375. 

IV.  We  are  favoured,  in  the  third  place,  with  the  '  History 
of  this  Edition:*  in  which  the  point  that  chiefly  arrests 
attention  is  the  explanation  afibrded  of  the  many  and  serious 
occasions  on  which  Dr.  Westcott  ('  W.')  and  Dr.  Hort  ('  H.'), 
finding  it  impossible  to  agree,  have  set  down  their  respective 
notions  separately  and  subscribed  them  with  their  respective 
initial.  We  are  reminded  of  what  was  wittily  said  con- 
cerning Richard  Baxter :  \iz.  that  even  if  no  one  but  himself 
existed  in  the  Church,  'Richard'  would  still  be  found  to 


^  P.  13,  cf.  p.  viii. 
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disagree  with  *  Baxter/ — and  *  Baxter  *  witli  '  Eichard  '  .  .  .  . 
We  read  with  uneasiness  that 

*  no  individual  mind  can  ever  act  with  perfect  uniformity,  or 
free   itself  completely  from  its  own  Idiosyncrasies ;'   and  that 

*  the  danger  of  unconscious  Caprice  is  inseparable  from  personal 
judgment.' — (p.  17.) 

All  this  reminds  us  painfully  of  certain  statements  made 
By  the  same  Editors  in  1870  : — 

'  We  are  obliged  to  come  to  the  individual  mind  at  last ;  and 
Canons  of  Criticism  are  useful  only  as  warnings  against  natural 
illusions,  and  aids  to  circumspect  consideration,  not  as  absolute 
rules  to  prescribe  the  final  decision.' — (pp.  xviii.,  xix.) 

May  we  be  permitted  without  offence  to  point  out  (not  for 
the  first  time)  that '  idiosyncrasies '  and  '  unconscious  caprice/ 
and  the  fancies  of  the  '  individual  mind/  can  be  allowed  no 
place  whatever  in  a  problem  of  such  gravity  and  importance 
as  the  present?  Once  admit  such  elements,  and  we  are 
safe  to  find  ourselves  in  cloud-land  to-morrow.  A  weaker 
foundation  on  which  to  build,  is  not  to  be  named.  And 
when  we  find  that  the  learned  Professors  '  venture  to  hope 
that  the  present  Text  has  escaped  some  risks  of  this  kind  by 
being  the  production  of  two  Editors  of  different  habits  of 
mind,  working  independently  and  to  a  great  extent  on 
different  plans,* — we  can  but  avow  our  conviction  that  the 
safeguard  is  altogether  inadequate.  When  two  men,  devoted 
to  the  same  pursuit,  are  in  daily  confidential  intercourse  on 
such  a  subject,  the  *  natural  ilhmons*  of  either  have  a 
marvellous  tendency  to  communicate  themselves.  Tlieir 
Keader's  only  protection  is  rigidly  to  iiwist  on  the  production 
of  Proof  for  everything  which  these  authors  say. 

V.  The  dissertation  on  *  Intrinsic '  and  '  Transcriptional 
Probability '  which  follows  (pp.  20-30), — being  unsupported 
by  one  si7i{/le  instance  or  illustration, — we  pass  by.    It  ignores 
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throughout  the  fact,  that  the  most  serious  corruptions  of 
MSS.  are  due,  not  to  '  Scribes '  or  '  Copyists,'  (of  whom,  by 
the  way,  we  find  perpetual  mention  every  time  we  open  the 
page ;)  but  to  the  persons  who  employed  them.  So  far  from 
thinking  with  Dr.  Hort  that  *  the  value  of  the  evidence 
obtained  from  Transcriptional  Probability  is  incontestable,' 
— for  that,  '  without  its  aid,  Textual  Criticism  could  rarely 
obtain  a  high  degree  of  security,*  (p.  24,) — ^we  venture  to 
declare  that  inasmuch  as  one  expert's  notions  of  what  is 
*  transcriptionally  probable  '  prove  to  be  the  diametrical 
reverse  of  another  expert's  notions,  the  supposed  evidence 
to  be  derived  from  this  source  may,  with  advantage,  be 
neglected  altogether.  Let  the  study  of  Documentary  Evidence 
be  allowed  to  take  its  place.  Notions  of  '  Probability '  are 
the  very  pest  of  those  departments  of  Science  which  admit 
of  an  appeal  to  Fact. 

VI.  A  signal  proof  of  the  justice  of  our  last  remark  is 
furnished  by  the  plea  which  is  straightway  put  in  (pp.  30-1) 
for  the  superior  necessity  of  attending  to  '  the  relative  ante- 
cedent credibility  of  Witnesses.'  In  other  words,  '  The  com- 
parative trustworthiness  of  documentary  Authorities*  is 
proposed  as  a  far  weightier  consideration  than  '  Intrinsic  * 
and  '  Transcriptional  Probability.'  Accordingly  we  are 
assured  (in  capital  letters)  that  '  Knowledge  of  Documents 
should  precede  final  judgment  upon  readings '  (p.  31). 

'  Knowledge ' !  Yes,  but  how  acquired  ?  Suppose  two 
rival  documents, — cod.  A  and  cod.  B.  May  we  be  informed 
how  you  would  proceed  with  respect  to  them  ? 

*  Where  one  of  the  documents  is  found  habitually  to  contain 
morally  certain,  or  at  least  strongly  preferred,  Beadings, — and  the 
other  habitually  to  contain  their  rejected  rivals, — we  [i.e.  Dr, 
Hort]  can  have  no  doubt  that  the  Text  of  the  first  has  been 
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transmitted  in  comparative  parity  ;  and  that  the  Text  of  the 
second  has  suflfered  comparatively  large  corruption.' — (p.  32.) 

But  can  such  words  have  been  written  seriously  ?  Is 
it  gravely  pretended  that  Readings  become  ' morally  certain* 
because  they  are  'strongly  'preferred^  1  Are  we  (in  other 
words)  seriously  invited  to  admit  that  the  'strong  prefe- 
rence* of  'the  individual  mind'  is  to  be  the  ultimate 
standard  of  appeal?  If  so,  though  yon  (Dr.  Hort)  may 
'  hiive  no  doubt '  as  to  which  is  the  purer  manuscript, — see 
you  not  plainly  that  a  man  of  different  'idiosyncrasy'  from 
yourself,  may  just  as  reasonably  claim  to  'have  no  doubt' 
— tJiat  you  are  mistaken  ?  .  ,  ,  One  is  reminded  of  a  passage 
in  p.  61 :  viz. — 

*  If  we  find  in  any  group  of  documents  a  suocession  of 
Headings  exhibiting  an  exceptional  purity  of  text,  that  i?, — 
Readings  which  the  fullest  consideration  of  Internal  Evidence 
pronounces  to  he  right,  in  opposition  to  formidable  arrays  of 
Documentary  Evidence  ;  the  cause  muet  be  that,  as  far  at  least  as 
these  Headings  are  concerned,  some  one  exceptionally  pure  MS. 
was  the  conunon  ancestor  of  all  the  members  of  the  group.' 

• 

But  how  does  that  appear  ?  '  The  cause '  m^y  be  the  erro- 
nemis pulgment  of  the  Critic, — may  it  not?  .  .  .  Dr.  Hort  is 
for  setting  up  what  his  own  inner  consciousness  '  pronounces 
to  be  right,'  against  '  Documentary  Evidence,'  however  mul- 
titudinous. He  claims  that  his  own  verifying  faculty  shall  be 
supreme, — shall  settle  every  question.    Can  he  be  in  earnest  ? 

VII.  We  are  next  introduced  to  the  subject  of  'Grenea- 
logical  Evidence '  (p.  39) ;  and  are  made  attentive :  for  we 
speedily  find  ourselves  challenged  to  admit  that  a  'total 
change  in  the  bearing  of  the  evidence'  is  '  made  by  the  intro- 
duction of  the  factor  of  Genealogy'  (p.  43).  Presuming 
that  the  meaning  of  the  learned  Writer  must  rather  be  that 
if  we  did  hut  know  the  genealogy  of  MSS.,  we  should  be  in  a 
position  to  reason  more  confidently  concerning  their  Texts, — 
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we  read  on :  and  speedily  come  to  a  second  axiom  (which  is 
again  printed  in  capital  letters),  viz.  that  '  All  trustworthy 
restoration  of  corrupted  Texts  is  founded  on  the  study  of 
their  History '  (p.  40).  We  really  read  and  wonder.  Are 
we  then  engaged  in  tJie  '  restoration  of  corrupted  Texts '  ?  If 
so, — which  be  they?     We   require — (1)  To   be  shown  the 

*  comtpted  Teds '  referred  to  :  and  then — (2)  To  be  convinced 
that '  the  study  of  tlieir  History ' — (as  distinguished  from  an 
examination  of  the  evidence  for  or  against  tJieir  Readings) — 
is  a  thing  feasible. 

'  A  simple  instance '  (says  Dr.  Hort)  '  will  show  at  once  the 
practical  bearing  *  of '  the  principle  here  laid  down.' — (p.  40.) 

But  (as  usual)  Dr.  Hort  produces  no  instance.  He  merely 
proceeds  to  *  suppose '  a  case  (§  50),  which  he  confesses  (§  53) 
does  not  exist.  So  that  we  are  moving  in  a  land  of  shadows. 
And  this,  he  straightway  follows  up  by  the  assertion  that 

*  it  would  be  difficult  to  insist  too  strongly  on  the  transforma- 
tion of  the  superficial  aspects  of  numerical  authority  effected  by 
recognition  of  Genealogy.' — (p.  43.) 

€ 

Presently,  he  assures  us  that 

*  a  few  documents  are  not,  by  reason  of  their  mere  paucity, 
appreciably  less  likely  to  be  right  than  a  multitude  opposed  to 
them.'  (p.  45.) 

On  this  head,  we  take  leave  to  enteitain  a  somewhat 
difierent  opinion.  Apart  from  the  cliaracter  of  the  Witnesses^ 
when  5  men  say  one  thing,  and  995  say  the  exact  contra- 
dictory, we  are  apt  to  regard  it  even  as  axiomatic  that,  '  by 
reason  of  their  mere  paucity,'  the  few  *are  appreciably  far 
less  likely  to  be  right  than  the  multitude  opposed  to  them.' 
Dr.  Hort  seems  to  share  our  opinion ;  for  he  remarks, — 

*A  presumption  indeed  remains  that  a  majority  of  extant 
documents  is  more  likely  to  represent  a  majority  of  ancestral 
documents,  than  vice  versa,* 
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Exactly  so !  We  meant,  and  we  mean  tJiaty  and  no  other 
thing.  But  then,  we  venture  to  point  out,  that  the  learned 
Professor  considerably  understates  the  case :  seeing  that  the 
'  vice  versa  presumption  *  is  absolutely  non-existent.  On  the 
other  hand,  apart  from  Proof  to  the  contrary y  we  are  disposed 
to  maintain  that  '  a  majority  of  extant  documents '  in  the 
proportion  of  995  to  5, — and  sometimes  of  1999  to  1, — 
creates  more  than  '  a  presumption.'  It  amounts  to  Proof  of '  a 
majority  of  ancestral  documents' 

Not  so  thinks  Dr.  Hort.  '  This  presumption,'  (he  seems  to 
have  persuaded  liimself,)  may  be  disposed  of  by  his  mere 
assertion  that  it  '  is  too  minute  to  weigh  against  the  smallest 
tangible  eWdence  of  other  kinds'  {lUd.),  As  usual,  how- 
ever, he  furnishes  us  with  tio  evidence  at  all, — '  tangible  '  or 
'  intangible.'  Can  he  wonder  if  we  smile  at  his  unsupported 
dictumy  and  pass  on  ?  .  .  .  The  argumentative  import  of  liis 
twenty  weary  pages  on  '  Genealogical  Evidence '  (pp.  39-59), 
appears  to  be  resolvable  into  the  following  barren  truism : 
viz.  Tliat  if,  out  of  10  copies  of  Scripture,  9  could  he  proved 
to  have  been  executed  from  one  and  the  same  common 
original  (p.  41),  those  9  would  cease  to  be  regarded  as  9 
independent  witnesses.  But  does  the  learned  Critic  really 
require  to  be  told  that  we  want  no  digram  of  an  imaginary 
case  (p.  54)  to  convince  us  of  that  ? 

The  one  thing  here  which  moves  our  astonishment,  is,  that 
Dr.  Hort  does  not  seem  to  reflect  that  therefore  (indeed  by 
his  own  slwwing)  codices  B  and  K,  having  been  demonstrably 
"  executed  from  one  and  tlie*  same  common  original,"  are  not 
to  be  reckoned  as  two  independent  witnesses  to  the  Text  of 
the  New  Testament,  but  as  little  more  than  one,  (See  p.  257.) 

High  time  however  is  it  to  declare  that,  in  strictness, 
all  this  talk  about  '  Genealogical  evidence,'  when  applied  to 
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Manuscripts,  is — inoonshine.  The  expression  is  metaphorical, 
and  assumes  that  it  has  fared  with  MSS.  as  it  fares  witli  the 
successive  generations  of  a  family ;  and  so,  to  a  remarkable 
extent,  no  doubt,  it  hxis.  But  then,  it  happens,  unfortunately, 
tliat  we  are  unacquainted  with  one  simjle  instance  of  a  known 
MS.  copied  from  another  known  MS.  And  perforce  all  talk 
about  '  Genealogical  evidence,'  where  no  single  step  in  the 
descent  can  be  produced, — in  other  words,  where  no  Gcn£€Uo' 
ffical  evidence  exists, — is  absurd.  The  living  inhabitants 
of  a  village,  congregated  in  the  churchyard  where  the 
bodies  of  their  forgotten  progenitors  for  1000  years  repose 
without  memorials  of  any  kind, — is  a  faint  image  of  the 
relation  which  subsists  between  extant  copies  of  the  Gospels 
and  the  sources  from  which  they  were  derived.  That,  in 
either  case,  there  has  been  repeated  mixture,  is  undeniable ; 
but  since  the  Parish-register  is  lost,  and  not  a  vestige  of 
Tradition  survives,  it  is  idle  to  pretend  to  argue  on  that  part 
of  the  subject.  It  may  be  reasonably  assumed  however 
that  those  50  yeomen,  bearing  as  many  Saxon  surnames, 
indicate  as  many  remote  ancestors  of  some  sort.  That  they 
represent  as  many  families,  is  at  least  a  fact.  Further  we 
cannot  go. 

But  the  illustration  is  misleading,  because  inadequate. 
Assemble  rather  an  Englishman,  an  Irishman,  a  Scot;  a 
Frenchman,  a  German,  a  Spaniard ;  a  Russian,  a  Pole,  an 
Hungarian ;  an  Italian,  a  Greek,  a  Turk.  From  Noah  these 
12  are  all  confessedly  descended ;  but  if  tJiey  are  silent,  and 
you  know  notliing  whatever  about  their  antecedents, — ^your 
remarks  about  their  respective  'genealogies'  must  needs 
prove  as  barren — as  Dr.  Hort's  about  the  '  genealogies '  of 
copies  of  Scripture.  '  The  factor  of  Genealogy/  in  short,  in 
this  discussion,  represents  a  mere  phantom  of  the  brain :  is 
the  name  of  an  imagination — not  of  a  fact. 
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Tlie  nearest  approximation  to  the  phenomenon  about  which 
Dr.  Hort  writes  so  glibly,  is  supplied — (1)  by  Codd.  F  and  G 
of  S.  Paul,  which  are  found  to  be  independent  transcripts  of 
the  same  venerable  lost  original : — (2)  by  Codd.  13,  69,  124 
and  346,  which  were  confessedly  derived  from  one  and  the 
same  queer  archetype :  and  especially — (3)  by  Codd.  B  and  k. 
These  two  famous  manuscripts,  because  they  are  disfigured 
exclusively  by  the  self-same  mistakes,  are  convicted  of  being 
descended  (and  not  very  remotely)  from  the  self-same  very 
corrupt  original.  By  consequence,  the  combined  evidence 
of  F  and  G  is  but  that  of  a  single  codex.  Evan.  13,  69,  124, 
346,  when  they  agree,  would  be  conveniently  designated  by 
a  symbol,  or  a  single  capital  letter.  Codd.  B  and  H,  as  already 
hinted  (p.  255),  are  not  to  be  reckoned  as  two  witnesses. 
Certainly,  they  have  not  nearly  the  Textual  significancy  and 
importance  of  B  in  conjunction  with  A,  or  of  A  in  conjunction 
with  c.  At  best,  they  do  but  equal  1 J  copies.  Nothing  of 
this  kind  however  is  what  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  intend 
to  convey, — or  indeed  seem  to  understand. 

VIII.  It  is  not  imtil  we  reach  p.  94,  that  these  learned  men 
favour  us  with  a  single  actual  appeal  to  Scripture.  At  p.  90, 
Dr.  Hort, — who  has  hitherto  been  skirmishing  over  the 
ground,  and  leaving  us  to  wonder  what  in  the  world  it  can 
be  that  he  is  driving  at, — announces  a  chapter  on  the 
'  Eesults  of  Genealogical  evidence  proper ; '  and  proposes  to 
'determine  the  Genealogical  relations  of  the  chief  ancient 
Texts.'  Impatient  for  argument,  (at  page  92,)  we  read  as 
follows : — 

'  The  fundamental  Text  of  late  extant  Oreek  MSS.  generally 
is  beyond  all  question  identiccd  with  the  dominant  Antiochian 
or  Graeco-Syrian  Text  of  the  second  half  of  the  fourth  century  J 

We  request,  in  passing,  that  the  foregoing  statement  may 
be  carefully  noted.     The  Traditional  Greek  Text  of  the  New 

s 
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Testament, — the  Textus  Receptus,  in  short, — is,  according  to 
Dr.  Hort, '  beyond  all  question  '  the  '  Text  of  the  second 
HALF  OF  THE  FOURTH  CENTURY.'  We  shall  gratefully  avail 
ourselves  of  his  candid  admission,  by  and  by. 

Having  thus  assumed  a  '  dominant  Antiochian  or  Graeco- 
Syrian  text  of  the  second  half  of  the  IVth  century,'  Dr.  H. 
attempts,  by  an  analysis  of  what  he  is  pleased  to  call '  con- 
flate Eeadings,'  to  prove  the  'posteriority  of  "Syrian"  to 
"Western"  and  other  "Neutral"  readings.'  .  .  .  Strange 
method  of  procedure !  seeing  that,  of  those  second  and  third 
classes  of  readings,  we  have  not  as  yet  so  much  as  heard 
the  names.  Let  us  however  without  more  delay  be  shown 
those  specimens  of  '  Conflation '  which,  in  Dr.  Hort*s  judg- 
ment, supply  '  the  clearest  evidence '  (p.  94)  that  '  Syrian ' 
are  posterior  alike  to  '  Western '  and  to  '  Neutral  readings.' 
Of  these,  after  30  years  of  laborious  research.  Dr.  Westcott 
and  he  flatter  themselves  that  they  have  succeeded  in  de- 
tecting eight, 

IX.  Now  because,  on  the  one  hand,  it  would  be  unreason- 
able to  fill  up  the  space  at  our  disposal  with  details  which 
none  but  professed  students  will  care  to  read ; — and  because, 
on  the  other,  we  cannot  afford  to  pass  by  anything  in  these 
pages  which  pretends  to  be  of  the  nature  of  proof ; — we  have 
consigned  our  account  of  Dr.  Hort's  8  instances  of  Confla- 
tion (which  prove  to  be  less  than  7)  to  the  foot  of  the  page.^ 


*  They  are  as  follows : — 

[1st]  S.  Mark  (vi.  33)  relates  that  on  a  certain  occasion  the  multitude, 
when  they  beheld  our  Sayioitr  and  His  Disciples  departing  in  order  to 
cross  over  unto  the  other  side  of  the  lake,  ran  on  foot  thither, — (a)  *  and 
aiUwent  them—(p)  and  came  together  unto  Eim '  {i.e.  on  His  stepping  out 
of  the  boat :  not,  as  Dr.  Hort  strangely  imagines  [p.  99],  on  His  emerging 
firom  the  scene  of  His  '  retirement '  in  '  some  sequestered  nook  *). 

Now  here,  a  substitutes  avvidpafiov  [sic]  for  avvijkOov. — K  b  with  the 
Coptic  and  the  Vulg.  omit  clause  (/3). — d  omits  clause  (a),  but  substitutes 
*  there*  (avrov)  for   *  unto  Him*  in  clause  (3),— exhibits  therefore  a 
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And,  after  an  attentive  survey  of  the  Textual  phenomena 
connected  with  these  7  specimens,  we  are  constrained  to 


fabricated  text. — The  Syriac  condenses  the  two  clauses  thus : — '  got  there 
be/ore  Him: — l,  A,  69,  and  4  or  5  of  the  old  Latin  copies,  read  diversely 
from  all  the  rest  and  from  one  another.  The  present  is,  in  &ct,  one  of 
those  many  places  in  S.  Mark's  Gt)spel  where  all  is  contradiction  in  those 
depraved  witnesses  which  Lachmann  made  it  his  business  to  bring  into 
fashion.  Of  Confusion  there  is  plenty.  'Conflation' — as  the  Reader 
sees — there  is  none. 

[2nd]  In  S.  Mark  viii.  26,  our  Satioub  (after  restoring  sight  to  the 
blind  man  of  Bethsaida)  is  related  to  have  said,— (a)  *  Neither  enter  into  the 
village ' — (/3)  *  n&r  tdl  it  to  any  one — (y)  in  the  village:  (And  let  it  be 
noted  that  the  trustworthiness  of  this  way  of  exhibiting  the  text  is 
Touched  for  by  A  0  N  A  and  12  other  uncials :  by  the  whole  body  of  the 
cursives :  by  the  Peschito  and  Uarklensian,  the  Gothic,  Armenian,  and 
iEthiopic  Versions :  and  by  the  only  Father  who  quotes  the  place — Victor 
of  Anticxih.*) 

But  it  is  found  that  the  '  two  false  witnesses '  (k  b)  omit  clauses  (B)  and 
(y),  retaining  only  clause  (a).  •  One  of  these  two  however  (k),  aware  that 
under  such  circumstances  /ii^dc  is  intolerable,!  substitutes  fu^.  As  for  d 
and  the  Vulg.,  they  substitute  and  paraphrase,  importing  from  Matt.  ix.  6 
(or  Mk.  ii.  11),  *  Depart  unto  thine  house:  D  proceeds, — *  and  tdl  it  to 
no  one  [^dcvt  ciTrj/f,  from  Matth.  viii.  4,]  in  the  village:  Six  copies  of 
the  old  Latin  (b  f  ff"'  g"'"'  1),  with  the  Vulgate,  exhibit  the  following 
paraphrase  of  the  entire  place : — *  Depart  unto  thine  house,  and  if  thou 
enterest  into  the  viliage,  tell  it  to  no  one:  The  same  reading  exactly 
is  found  in  Evan.  13-69-346 :  28,  61,  473,  and  i,  (except  that  28,  61, 
346  exhibit  *  say  nothing  [from  Mk.  i.  44]  to  no  one:)  Alt  six  however 
add  at  the  end, — '  not  even  in  the  village:  £van.  124  and  a  stand  alone  in 
exhibiting, — *  Depart  unto  thine  house  ;  and  enter  not  into  the  village ; 
neither  tdl  it  to  any  one, — to  which  124  [not  a]  adds, — *tn  the 
village:  .  .  .  Why  all  this  contradiction  and  confusion  is  now  to  be 
called  *  Conflation,' — and  what  *  clear  evidence '  is  to  be  elicited  therefrom 
that  *  Syrian '  are  posterior  alike  to  *  Western '  and  to  *  neutral '  readings, — 
passes  our  powers  of  comprehension. 

We  shall  be  content  to  hasten  forward  when  we  have  further  informed 
our  Readers  that  while  Lachmann  and  Tregelles  abide  by  the  Keceived 
Text  in  this  place ;  Tischendorf,  cUone  of  Editors,  adopts  the  reading  of 
X  (fiV  ^^^  ''1^  Kafujv  fio-fXOrjs) :  while  Westcott  and  Hort,  alone  of  Editors, 

*  Cramer's  CcU.  p.  345,  lines  3  and  8. 

t  I>r.  Hort,  on  the  contrary,  (only  because  he  finds  it  in  b,)  considers  inifii  *  HmpU  and 
vifforou* '  as  well  as  *  nniqae'  and  *  peculiar '  (p.  100). 

3  2 
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assert  that  the  interpretation  put  upon  them  by  Drs.  West- 
cott  and  Hort,  is  purely  arbitrary :  a  baseless  imagination, — 


adopt  the  reading  of  b  (firjb^  ctr  rrfv  KOfirjv  cio-cX^r), — so  ending  the 
sentence.  What  else  however  but  calamitous  is  it  to  find  that  Westcott 
and  Hort  have  persuaded  their  fellow  Revisers  to  adopt  the  same  mutilated 
exhibition  of  the  Sacred  Text  ?  The  consequence  is,  that  henceforth, — 
instead  of  *  Neither  go  into  the  town^  nor  tell  it  to  any  in  the  ioum^ — 
we  are  invited  to  read,  *  Do  not  even  enter  into  the  vUlageJ 

[3rd]  In  S.  Mk.  ix.  38, — S.  John,  speaking  of  one  who  cast  out  devils  in 
Christ's  Name,  says — (a)  *  who  foUaweth  not  t«,  and  vfe  forbad  him~^(fi) 
beoaiue  he/oUoiveth  not  us,* 

Here,  M  b  c  l  A  the  Syriac,  Coptic,  and  ^thiopic,  omit  clause  (a),  retun- 
ing  (/3).  D  with  the  old  Latin  and  the  Vulg.  omit  clause  O),  but  retain 
(a). — Both  clauses  are  found  in  an  with  11  other  uncials  and  the  whole 
body  of  the  cursives,  besides  the  (Jothic,  and  the  only  Father  who  quotes 
the  place, — Basil  [ii.  252]. — Why  should  the  pretence  be  set  up  that  there 
has  been  '  Conflation '  here  ?    Two  Omissions  do  not  make  one  Conflation. 

[4th]  In  Mk.  ix.  49,— our  Savioub  says, — *  For  (a)  every  one  shaU  he 
salted  with  fire — and  (/3)  every  sacrifice  shall  he  salted  with  sait,^ 

Here,  clause  (a)  is  omitted  by  D  and  a  few  copies  of  the  old  Latin ; 
clause  O)  by  K  B  L  A. 

But  such  an  ordinary  circumstance  as  the  omission  of  half-a-dosen 
words  by  Cod.  D  is  so  nearly  without  textual  significancy,  as  scarcely  to 
merit  commemoration.  And  do  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  really  propose 
to  build  their  huge  and  unwieldy  hypothesis  on  so  flimsy  a  circumstance 
as  the  concurrence  in  error  of  K  b  l  A,— especially  in  S.  Mark's  Gbspel, 
which  those  codices  exhibit  more  unfiEiithfully  than  any  other  codices  that 
can  be  named  ?  Against  them,  are  to  be  set  on  the  present  occasion  a  c  d  n 
with  12  other  imcials  and  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives :  the  Ital.  and 
Vulgate;  both  Syriac;  the  Coptic,  Gothic,  Armenian,  and  ^thiopic 
Versions;  besides  the  only  Father  who  quotes  the  place, — ^Victor  of 
Antioch.    [Also  *  Anon.'  p.  206 :  and  see  Cramer's  Cat,  p.  368.] 

[5th]  S.  Luke  (ix.  10)  relates  how,  on  a  certain  occasion,  our  Sayioub 
*  withdrew  to  a  desert  place  belonging  to  the  city  called  Bethsaida : '  which 
S.  Luke  expresses  in  six  words :  viz.  [1]  tU  [2]  ronov  [3]  tptniov  [4]  irAcwr 
[5]  KoXov/Wvi/r  [6]  Bij^o-atda :  of  which  six  words, — 
(a>— K  and  Syr"  retain  but  three, — 1,  2,  3. 
(6>— The  Peschito  retains  but  four,-— 1,  2,  3,  6. 
(c) — B  L  X  Sd  and  the  2  Egyptian  versions  retain  other  four, — 1, 4, 
5,  6 :  but  for  n-JXeox  KCLkovfuvrji  D  exhibits  Kafirjv  Xcyo/iCKi;^. 
((i)— The  old  Latin  and  Vulg.  retoin  five,— 1,  2,  3,  5,  6:  but  for 
*  qui  (or  quod)  vocahatuTy  the  Vulg.  b  and  c  exhibit  *  ^ut  (or 
quod)  est.' 
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a  dream  and  nothing  more.     Something  has  been  attempted 
analogous  to  the  familiar  fallacy,  in  Divinity,  of  building  a 

(c) — 3  cursives  retain  other  five,  viz.  1,  2,  4,  5,  6 :  while, 
(/) — A  c  A  E,  with  9  more  uncials  and  the  great  bulk  of  the  cursives, 
— the    Harklensian,    Gothic,    Armenian,    and    iEthiopic 
Versions, — retain  all  the  sfx  words, 

Innriew  of  which  facts,  it  probably  never  occurred  to  any  one  before  to 
suggest  that  the  best  attested  reading  of  all  is  the  result  of  *  conflation,' 
i.e.  of  spurious  mixture.  Note,  that  fe(  and  d  have,  this  time,  changed 
sides. 

[0th]  S.  Luke  (^i.  54)  speaks  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  as  (a)  *  lying 
in  wait  for  Him^  (/3)  seeking  (y)  to  catch  something  out  of  His  mouth  (d) 
thai  they  might  accuse  Him,*  This  is  the  reading  of  14  uncials  headed  by 
A  c,  and  of  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives :  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate  also 
and  of  the  Syriac.    What  is  to  be  said  against  it  ? 

It  is  found  that  K  b  l  with  the  Coptic  and  iEthiopic  Versions  omit 
clauses  (/3)  and  (d),  but  retain  clauses  (a)  and  (y). — Cod.  d,  in  conjunction 
with  Cureton's  Syriac  and  the  old  Latin,  retains  clause  O),  Q,ndi  paixi,phrases 
all  the  rest  of  the  sentence.  How  then  can  it  be  pretended  that  there  has 
been  any  *  Conflation '  here? 

In  the  meantime,  how  unreasonable  is  the  excision  from  the  Revised  Text 
of  clauses  (/3)  and  (d}— (fiTrovirrcr  . . .  Iva  Korriyopfiaaa'iv  avrdv)— which  are 
attested  by  a  c  d  and  12  other  uncials,  together  with  the  whole  body  of 
the  cursives ;  by  all  the  Syriac  and  by  all  the  Latin  copies ! .  .  .  Are  we 
then  to  understand  that  K  b,  and  the  Coptic  Version,  outweigh  every  other 
authority  which  can  be  named  ? 

[7th]  The  *  rich  fool '  in  the  parable  (S.  Lu.  xii.  18),  speaks  of  (a)  nayra 
TO.  y€VTjfiaTa  fiov,  Koi  (/3)  ra  dyaBa  yuov.  (So  A  Q  and  13  other  uncials, 
besides  the  whole  body  of  the  cursives ;  the  Vulgate,  Basil,  and  Cyril.) 

But  K  i>  (with  the  old  Latin  and  Cureton's  Syriac  [which  however  drops 
the  Travra]),  retaining  clause  (a),  omit  clause  (/3). — On  the  other  hand,  b  t, 
(with  the  Egyptian  Versions,  the  Syriac,  the  Armenian,  and  iEthiopic,) 
retaining  clause  (/3),  substitute  rov  alrov  (a  gloss)  for  ra  ytvrjfuiTa  in  clause 
(a).  Lachmanu,  Tisch.,  and  Alford,  accordingly  retain  the  traditional 
text  in  this  place.  So  does  Tregelles,  and  so  do  Westcott  and  Hort, — 
only  substituting  t6v  (tItov  for  ra  yci^fuira.  Confessedly  therefore  there 
has  been  no  *  Syrian  conflation '  Jiere :  for  all  that  has  happened  has  been 
the  substitution  by  B  of  t6v  o-Itov  for  rcL  y^vrntara ;  and  the  omission  of  4 
words  by  K  d.  This  instance  must  therefore  have  been  an  oversight. — 
Only  once  more. 

[8th]  S.  Luke*s  Gospel  ends  (xxiv.  53)  with  the  record  that  the  Apostles 
were  continually  in  the  Temple,  *  (a)  praising  awi  (/3)  blessing  Ood^    Such 
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false  and  hitherto  unheard-of  doctrine  on  a  few  isolated 
places  of  Scripture,  divorced  from  their  context.  The  actoal 
facts  of  the  case  shall  be  submitted  to  the  judgment  of 
learned  and  unlearned  Readers  alike:  and  we  promise 
beforehand  to  abide  by  the  unprejudiced  verdict  of  either : — 

(a)  S.  Mark's  Gospel  is  found  to  contain  in  all  11,646 
words :  of  which  (collated  with  the  Traditional  Text)  A  omits 
138  :  B,  762  :  «,  870 :  D,  900.— S.  Luke  contains  19,941 
words:  of  which  A  omits  208:  B,  757;  k,  816:  D,  no  less 
than  1552.  (Let  us  not  be  told  that  the  traditional  Text  is 
itself  not  altogether  trustworthy.  ITiat  is  a  matter  entirely 
beside  the  question  just  now  before  the  Reader, — as  we  have 
already,  over  and  again,  had  occasion  to  explain.*  Codices 
must  needs  all  alike  be  compared  vnth  something, — ^must  per- 
force all  alike  be  referred  to  some  one  comm^on  standard :  and 
we,  for  our  part,  are  content  to  employ  (as  every  Critic  has 
been  content  before  us)  the  traditional  Text,  as  the  most  con- 
venient standard  that  can  be  named.  So  employed,  (viz.  as 
a  standard  of  comparison,  not  of  excellent,)  the  commonly 
Received  Text,  more  conveniently  than  any  other,  reveals 
—  certainly  does  not  occasion  —  different  degrees  of  dis- 
crepancy.    And  now,  to  proceed.) 


is  the  reading  of  13  uncials  headed  by  a  and  every  known  cursive :  a  few 
copies  of  the  old  Lat.,  the  Vulg.,  Syriac,  Philox.,  iEthiopic,  and  Armenian 
Versions.  But  it  is  found  that  K  b  c  omit  clause  (a) :  while  d  and  seven 
copies  of  the  old  Latin  omit  clause  (/3). 

And  this  completes  the  evidence  for  *  Conflation.'  We  have  displayed 
it  thus  minutely,  lest  we  should  be  suspected  of  unfairness  towards  the 
esteemed  writers  on  the  only  occasion  on  which  they  have  attempted  argu- 
mentative proof.  Their  theory  has  at  last  forced  them  to  make  an  appeal 
to  Scripture,  and  to  produce  some  actual  specimens  of  their  meaning. 
After  ransacking  the  Grospels  for  30  years,  they  have  at  last  fastened  upon 
eight :  of  which  (as  we  have  seen),  several  have  really  no  business  to  be 
cited, — as  not  fulfilling  the  necessary  conditions  of  the  problem.  To 
prevent  cavil  however,  let  cUl  but  one,  the  [7th],  pass  unchallenged. 

*  The  Reader  is  referred  to  pp.  17,  75,  249. 
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(b)  Dr.  Hort  has  detected  four  instances  in  S.  Mark's 
Gospel,  only  three  in  S.  Luke's — seven  in  all — where  Codices 
B  K  and  D  happen  to  concur  in  making  an  omission  at  the 
same  place,  but  not  of  the  same  words.  We  shall  probably 
be  best  understood  if  we  produce  an  instance  of  the  thing 
spoken  of:  and  no  fairer  example  can  be  imagined  than  the 
last  of  the  eight,  of  which  Dr.  Hort  says, — '  This  simple  instance 
needs  no  explanation '  (p.  104).  Instead  of  alvovvre:  xal 
€vKoyovvT€^, — (which  is  the  reading  of  every  hrwwn  copy  of 
the  Gospels  eoccept  fm^ — k  b  c  l  exhibit  only  evKorfoxhnefi : 
D,  only  alvouvre^,  (To  speak  quite  accurately,  «  B  c  L  omit 
£Mi/owT€9  icaL  and  are  followed  by  Westcott  and  Hort :  D 
omits  KoX  €{iKoyovvT€^,  and  is  followed  by  Tischendorf. 
Lachmann  declines  to  follow  either.     Tregelles  doubts.) 

(c)  Now,  upon  this  (and  the  six  other  instances,  which 
however  prove  to  be  a  vast  deal  less  apt  for  their  purpose 
than  the  present),  these  learned  men  have  gratuitously  built 
up  the  following  extravagant  and  astonishing  theory : — 

(d)  They  assume, — (they  do  not  attempt  to  prove :  in  fact 
they  never  prove  anything:) — (1)  That  alvovirre;  xaC — and 
teal  €vXoyovvT€^ — are  respectively  fragments  of  two  inde- 
pendent Primitive  Texts,  which  they  arbitrarily  designate  as 
*  Western '  and  '  Neutral,'  respectively : — (2)  That  the  latter 
of  the  two,  [only  however  because  it  is  vouched  for  by  B 
and  K,]  must  needs  exhibit  what  the  Evangelist  actually 
wrote:  [though  why  it  must,  these  learned  men  forget  to 
explain :] — (3)  That  in  the  middle  of  the  Ilird  and  of  the 
IVth  century  the  two  Texts  referred  to  were  with  design 
and  by  authority  welded  together,  and  became  (what  the 
same  irresponsible  Critics  are  pleased  to  call)  the  'Syrian 
text.' — (4)  That  aivovvr&s  Koi  evXoyovpreiy  being  thus  shown  [?] 
to  be  '  a  Syrian  Conflation,'  may  be  rejected  at  once.  (Notes, 
p.  73.) 


i 
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X.  But  we  demur  to  this  weak  imagination,  (which  only 
by  courtesy  can  be  called  ' a  Theory')  on  every  ground,  and 
are  constrained  to  remonstrate  with  our  would-be  Guides  at 
every  step.    They  assume  everything.     They  prove  nothing. 
And  the  facts  of  the  case  lend  them  no  favour  at  all. 
For  first, — We  only  find  eiikoyovuref;  standing  alone,  in  two 
documents  of  the  IVth  century,  in  two  of  the  Vth,  and  in 
one  of  the  Vlllth :  while,  for  alvovvre^  standing  alone,  the 
only  Greek  voucher  producible  is  a  notoriously  corrupt  copy 
of  the  Vlth  century.    True,  that  here  a  few  copies  of  the 
old  Latin  side  with  D :  but  then  a  few  copies  also  side  with 
the  traditional  Text:  and  Jerome  is  found  to  have  adjudi- 
cated between  their  rival  claims  in  favour  of  the  latter.     The 
probabilities  of  the  case  are  in  fact  simply  overwhelming ; 
for,  since  D  omits  1552  words  out  of  19,941  (i.e.  about  one 
word  in  13),  why  may  not  xaX  €v\oyovvT€<;  be  two  of  the  words 
it  omits, — ^in  which  case  there  has  been  no  '  Conflation '  ? 

Nay,  look  into  the  matter  a  little  more  closely : — (for  surely, 
before  we  put  up  with  this  queer  illusion,  it  is  our  duty  to 
look  it  very  steadily  in  the  face:) — and  note,  that  in  this 
last  chapter  of   S.   Luke's   Gospel,  which  consists  of  837 
words,  no  less  than  121  are  omitted  by  cod.  D.     To  state  the 
case  differently, — d  is  observed  to  leave  out  one  vxyrd  in  seven 
in  the  very  chapter  of  S.  Luke  which  supplies  the  instance  of 
*  Conflation  '  under  review.    Wliat  possible  significance  there- 
fore can  be  supposed  to  attach  to  its  omission  of  the  clause 
KoX  €v\oyovvT€f;  ?     And  since,  mutatis  mutandis,  the  same  re- 
marks apply  to  the  6  remaining  cases, — (for  one,  viz.  the  [7th], 
is  clearly  an  oversight,) — will  any  Reader  of  ordinary  fairness 
and   intelligence   be   surprised  to  liear  that  we   reject  the 
assumed    'Conflation'   unconditionally,   as   a  silly   dream? 
It  is  founded  entirely  upon  the  omission  of  21  (or  at  most 
42)  words  out  of  a  total  of  31,587  from  Cotld.  b  «  d.     And 
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yet  it  is  demonstrable  that  out  of  that  total,  n  omits  1519 : 
K,  1686 :  D,  2452.  The  occasional  coincidence  in  Omumiou  of 
B  +  «  and  D,  was  in  a  manner  inevitaUe,  and  is  uncUworviujj; 
of  nodoe.  It — (which  is  as  likely  as  not,) — on  tax  oc.ciiHionR, 
B  +  K  and  D  have  but  omitted  different  wortln  in  the  namr 
gentetice^  then  there  has  been  no '  Conflation  ; '  and  the  (so-ciilhul) 
*  Theory/  which  was  to  have  revolutionized  the  Text  of  tho 
N.  T.,  is  discovered  to  rest  absolutely  v^ii,  nAdhintj,  It 
bursts,  like  a. very  thin  bubble:  floats  away  like  a  film  of 
gossamer,  and  disappears  from  sight. 

But  farther,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at  least  fim  out  of  W\k\ 
eight  instances  cited, — viz.  the  [Ist],  [2n(l],  [nUi],  [ritlij,  [7lli], 
— 'fail  to  exhibit  the  alleged  jpheTwmena:  c^jnspicuouHly  ou^ht 
never  to  have  been  adduced.  For,  in  the  [Int],  i»  iiienily 
abridges  the  sentence:  in  the  [2nd],  it  paraphrdMCH  II  words 
by  11 ;  and  in  the  [6th],  it  paraphrases  12  words  by  0.  In  the 
[5th],  B  D  merely  abridge.  The  utmost  residuum  of  fact  whicjh 
survives,  is  therefore  as  follows : — 

[3rd].  In  a  sentence  of  11  words,  u  k  omit  4 :  D  other  4. 
[4th].        „  „         9  words,  n  k  omit  5  :  D  otiier  5. 

[8th].        „  „         5  words,  n  h  omit  2  :  u  other  2. 

But  if  this  be  'the  clearest  Evidence'  (p.  94)  prrxluciblo 
for  '  the  Theory  of  Conflation,' — then,  the  less  said  ay)out  the 
•Theory,'  the  better  for  the  credit  of  its  distinguished  Inven- 
tors. How  any  rational  Textual  Theory  is  to  be  constnicted 
out  of  the  foregoing  Omissions,  we  fail  to  divine.  But  indeed 
the  whole  matter  is  demonstrably  a  weak  imagination, — a 
dream,  and  nothing  more. 

XI.  In  the  meantime,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort,  instead  of 
realizing  the  insecurity  of  the  ground  under  their  feet,  pro- 
ceed gravely  to  build  upon  it,  and  to  treat  their  hjrpothetic^il 
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assumptions  as  well-ascertained  facts.  They  imagine  that  they 
have  already  been  led  by  '  independent  Evidence '  to  regard 
'the  longer  readings  as  conflate  each  from  the  two  earlier 
readings : ' — whereas,  up  to  p.  105  (where  the  statement 
occurs),  they  have  really  failed  to  produce  a  single  particle 
of  evidence,  direct  or  indirect,  for  their  opinion.  *  We  have 
found  reason  to  believe '  the  Readings  of  k  B  L,  (say  they,) 
'  to  be  the  original  Readings.' — But  why,  if  this  is  the  case, 
have  they  kept  their  *  finding '  so  entirely  to  themselves  ? — 
No  reason  whatever  have  they  assigned  for  their  belief.  The 
Reader  is  presently  assured  (p.  106)  that  *  it  is  certain '  that 
the  Readings  exhibited  by  the  traditional  Text  in  the  eight 
supposed  cases  of  '  Conflation '  are  all  posterior  in  date  to 
the  fragmentary  readings  exhibited  by  b  and  D.  But,  once 
more.  What  is  the  ground  of  this  '  certainty '  ? — Presently  (viz. 
in  p.  107),  the  Reader  meets  with  the  further  assurance  that 

*  the  proved  actual  use  of  [shorter]  documents  in  the  conflate 
Readings  renders  their  use  elsewhere  a  vera  causa  in  the  New- 
tonian sense.' 

But,  once  more, —  Where  and  wh^t  is  the  '  proof '  referred 
to  ?  May  a  plain  man,  sincerely  in  search  of  Truth, — after 
wasting  many  precious  hours  oyer  these  barren  pages — be 
permitted  to  declare  that  he  resents  such  solemn  trifling? 
(He  craves  to  be  forgiven  if  he  avows  that  *  Pickwickian* 
— not  'Newtonian' — was  the  epithet  which  solicited  him, 
when  he  had  to  transcribe  for  the  Printer  the  passage  which 
immediately  precedes.) 

XII.  Next  come  8  pages  (pp.  107-15)  headed — '  Posterio- 
rity of  "  Syrian  "  to  "  Western  "  and  other  (neutral  and  "  Alex- 
andrian ")  Readings,  shown  by  Ante-Nicene  Patristic  evidence.' 

In  which  however  we  are  really  '  shown '  nothing  of  the 
sort.     Bdd  Assertions  abound,  (as  usual  with  this  respected 


III.]  DBS.  WESTCOTT  AND  HORT.  267 

writer,)  but  Proof  he  never  attempts  any.  Not  a  particle  of 
*  Evidence '  is  adduced. — Next  come  5  pages  headed, — '  Pos- 
teriority of  Syrian  to  Western,  Alexandrian,  and  other 
(neutral)  Eeadings,  shown  by  Internal  evidence  of  Syrian 
readings'  (p.  115). 

But  again  we  are  ' shovm*  absolutely  nothing:  although 
we  are  treated  to  the  assurance  that  we  have  been  shown 
many  wonders.  Thus,  'the  Syrian  conflate  Eeadings  have 
shown  the  Syrian  text  to  be  posterior  to  at  least  two  ancient 
forms  still  extant'  (p.  115) :  which  is  the  very  thing  they 
have  signally  failed  to  do.     Next, 

'Patristic  evidence  h(M  shown  that  these  two  ancient  Texts, 
and  also  a  third,  must  have  already  existed  early  in  the  third 
century,  and  suggested  very  strong  grounds  for  believing  that 
in  the  middle  of  the  century  the  Sjnian  Text  had  not  yet  been 
formed.' 

Whereas  no  single  appeal  has  been  made  to  the  evidence 
supplied  by  one  single  ancient  Father  ! — 

*  Another  step  is  gained  by  a  close  examination  of  all  Headings 
distinctively  Syrian.' — (IWd.) 

And  yet  we  are  never  told  which  the  *  Headings  distinctively 
Syrian'  are, — although  they  are  henceforth  referred  to  in 
every  page.  Neither  are  we  instructed  how  to  recognize 
them  when  we  see  them;  which  is  unfortunate,  since  'it 
follows,' — (though  we  entirely  fail  to  see  from  what,) — *  that 
all  distinctively  Syrian  Eeadings  may  be  set  aside  at  once  as 
certainly  originating  after  the  middle  of  the  third  century.' 
(p.  117)  .  .  .  Let  us  hear  a  little  more  on  the  subject : — 

*  The  same  FacU ' — (though  Dr.  Hort  has  not  hitherto  favoured 
us  with  any) — 'lead  to  another  conolusion  of  equal  or  even 
greater  importance  respecting  non-distinotiye  Sjnian  Eeadings 
.  .  .  Since  the  Syrian  Text  is  only  a  modified  eclectic  combina- 
tion of  earlier  Texts  independently  attested,' — 

(for  it  is  in  this  confident  style  that  these  eminent  ScholttI 
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handle  the  problem  they  undertook   to  solve,  but   as   yet 
have  failed  even  to  touch), — 

'  existing  documents  descended  from  it  can  attest  nothing  but 
itself.'— (p.  118.) 

Presently,  we  are  informed  that  *  it  follows  from  what  has 
been  said  above,' — (though  how  it  follows,  we  fail  to  see,) — 
*  that  all  Headings  in  which  the  Pre-Syrian  texts  concur,  must 
he  accepted  at  once  as  the  Apostolic  Readings : '  and  that  *  all 
distinctively  Syrian  Readings  mtist  be  at  once  ryected,' — 
(p.  119.) 

Trencliant  decrees  of  this  kind  at  last  arrest  attention. 
It  becomes  apparent  that  we  have  to  do  with  a  Writer  who 
has  discovered  a  summary  way  of  dealing  with  the  Text  of 
Scripture,  and  who  is  prepared  to  impart  his  secret  to  any 
who  care  to  accept — without  questioning — ^his  views.  We 
look  back  to  see  where  tliis  accession  of  confidence  began, 
and  are  reminded  that  at  p.  108  Dr.  Hort  annoimced  that  for 
convenience  he  should  henceforth  speak  of  certain  '  groups  of 
documents,'  by  the  conventional  names  'Western' — 'Pre- 
Syrian  ' — '  Alexandrian ' — and  so  forth.  Accordingly,  ever 
since,  (sometimes  eight  or  ten  times  in  the  course  of  a  single 
page,^)  we  have  encountered  this  arbitrary  terminology :  have 
been  required  to  accept  it  as  the  expression  of  ascertained 
facts  in  Textual  Science.  Not  till  we  find  ourselves  flounder- 
ing in  the  deep  mire,  do  we  become  fully  aware  of  the 
absurdity  of  our  position.  Then  at  last,  (and  high  time  too !), 
we  insist  on  knowing  what  on  earth  our  Guide  is  about, 
and  whither  he  is  proposing  to  lead  us?  ...  .  More  con- 
siderate to  our  Eeaders  than  he  has  been  to  us,  we  propose 
before  going  any  further,  (instead  of  mystifying  the  subject 
as  Dr.  Hort  has  done,)  to  state  in  a  few  plain  words  what 


>  Kg,  pp.  115,  116, 117,  118,  &c. 
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the  present  Theory,  divested  of  pedantry  and  circumlocution, 
proves  to  be ;  and  what  is  Dr.  Hort's  actual  contention. 

XIII.  The  one  great  Fact,  which  especially  troubles  him 
and  his  joint  Editor,^ — (as  well  it  may) — is  The  Traditional 
Greek  Text  of  the  New  Testament  Scriptures.  Call  this  Text 
Erasmian  or  Complutensian, — the  Text  of  Stephens,  or  of 
Beza,  or  of  the  Elzevirs, — call  it  the  '  Eeceived,'  or  the 
Traditional  Oreek  Text,  or  whatever  other  name  you  please ; 
— the  fact  remains,  that  a  Text  has  come  down  to  us  which 
is  attested  by  a  general  consensus  of  ancient  Copies,  ancient 
Fathers,  ancient  Versions.  This,  at  all  events,  is  a  point  on 
which,  (happily,)  there  exists  entire  conformity  of  opinion 
between  Dr.  Hort  and  ourselves.  Our  Headers  cannot  have 
yet  forgotten  his  virtual  admission  that, — Beyond  all  question 
the   Textvs  Beceptus  is  the  doniinant  Orsecb-Syrian  Text  of 

A.D.  350  to  A.D.  400.2 

Obtained  from  a  variety  of  sources,  this  Text  proves  to  be 
essentially  the  same  in  all.  That  it  requires  Revision  in 
respect  of  many  of  its  lesser  details,  is  undeniable :  but  it  is 
at  least  as  certain  that  it  is  an  excellent  Text  as  it  stands,  and 
that  the  use  of  it  will  never  lead  critical  students  of  Scripture 
seriously  astray, — which  is  what  no  one  will  venture  to  pre- 
dicate concerning  any  single  Critical  Edition  of  the  N".  T.  which 
has  been  published  since  the  days  of  Griesbach,  by  the 
disciples  of  Griesbach's  school. 

XIV.  In  marked  contrast  to  the  Text  we  speak  of, — (which 
is  identical  with  the  Text  of  every  extant  Lectionary  of  the 
Greek  Church,  and  may  therefore  reasonably  claim  to  be 
spoken  of  as  the  Traditional  Text,) — is  that  contained  in  a 


*  Referred  to  below,  p.  296. 

'  See  above,  pages  257  (bottom)  and  258  (top). 
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little  handful  of  documents  of  which  the  most  famous  are 
codices  6  k,  and  the  Coptic  Version  (as  far  as  it  is  known),  on 
the  one  hand, — cod.  D  and  the  old  Latin  copies,  on  the  other. 
To  magnify  the  merits  of  these,  as  helps  and  guides,  and 
to  ignore  their  many  patent  and  scandalous  defects  and 
blemishes : — per  fas  et  nefas  to  vindicate  their  paramount 
authority  wherever  it  is  in  any  way  possible  to  do  so ;  and 
when  that  is  clearly  impossible,  then  to  treat  their  errors  as 
the  ancient  Egyptians  treated  their  cats,  dogs,  monkeys,  and 
other  vermin, — namely,  to  embalm  them,  and  pay  them 
Divine  honours : — STich  for  the  last  50  years  has  been  the 
practice  of  the  dominant  school  of  Textual  Criticism  among 
ourselves.  The  natural  and  even  necessary  correlative  of 
this,  has  been  the  disparagement  of  the  merits  of  the  com- 
monly Received  Text :  which  has  come  to  be  spoken  of,  (we 
know  not  why,)  as  contemptuously,  almost  as  bitterly,  as  if 
it  had  been  at  last  ascertained  to  be  untrustworthy  in  every 
respect :  a  thing  undeserving  alike  of  a  place  and  of  a  name 
among  the  monuments  of  the  Past.  Even  to  have  '  used  the 
Received  Text  a^  a  basis  for  correction*  (p.  184)  is  stigmatized 
by  Dr.  Hort  as  one  '  great  cause '  why  Griesbach  went  astray. 

XV.  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have  in  fact  outstripped  their 
predecessors  in  this  singular  race.  Their  absolute  contempt  for 
the  Traditional  Text, — their  superstitious  veneration  for  a  few 
ancient  docimients ;  (which  documents  however  they  freely 
confess  are  not  more  ancient  than  the  *  Traditional  Text '  which 
they  despise  ;) — knows  no  bounds.  But  the  thing  just  now  to 
be  attended  to  is  the  argumentative  process  whereby  they 
seek  to  justify  their  preference. — Lachmann  avowedly  took 
his  stand  on  a  very  few  of  the  oldest  known  documents :  and 
though  Tregelles  slightly  enlarged  the  area  of  his  prede- 
cessor's observations,  his  method  was  practically  identical 
with  that  of  Lachmann. — Tischendorf,  appealing  to  every 
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known  authority,  invariably  shows  himself  regardless  of  the 
evidence  he  has  himself  accumulated.  Where  certain  of  the 
uncials  are, — there  his  verdict  is  sure  also  to  be  ...  .  Any- 
thing more  unscientific,  more  unphilosophical,  more  trans- 
parently foolish  than  such  a  method,  can  scarcely  be  con- 
ceived :  but  it  has  prevailed  for  50  years,  and  is  now  at  last 
more  hotly  than  ever  advocated  by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort. 
Only,  (to  their  credit  be  it  recorded,)  they  have  had  the  sense 
to  perceive  that  it  must  needs  be  recommended  by  Arguments 
of  some  sort,  or  else  it  will  inevitably  fall  to  pieces  the 
first  fine  day  any  one  is  found  to  charge  it,  with  the  neces- 
sary knowledge  of  the  subject,  and  with  sufScient  resoluteness 
of  purpose,  to  make  him  a  formidable  foe. 

XVI,  Their  expedient  has  been  as  follows. — ^Aware  that 
the  Eeceived  or  Traditional  Greek  Text  (to  quote  their  own 
words,)  *  is  virttcally  identical  with  that  used  hy  Chrysostom  and 
other  Antiochian  Fathers  in  the  latter  part  of  the  IVth  cen- 
tury : '  and  fully  alive  to  the  fact  that  it  '  must  therefore  have 
been  represented  by  Manuscripts  as  old  as  any  which  are 
now  surviving '  (Text,  p.  547), — they  have  invented  an  extra- 
ordinary Hypothesis  in  order  to  accoimt  for  its  existence : — 

They  assume  that  the  writings  of  Origen '  establish  the  prior 
existence  of  at  least  three  types  of  Text : ' — the  most  clearly 
marked  of  which,  they  call  the  *  Western : ' — another,  less 
prominent,  they  designate  as  '  Alexandrian : ' — the  third  holds 
(they  say)  a  middle  or  '  Neutral '  position.  (That  all  this  is 
mere  moonshine, — ^a  day-dream  and  no  more, — we  shall  insist, 
until  some  proofs  have  been  produced  that  the  respected 
Authors  are  moving  amid  material  forms, — not  discoursing 
with  the  creations  of  their  own  brain.)  '  The  priority  of  two 
at  least  of  these  three  Texts  just  noticed  to  the  Syrian  Text/ 
they  are  confident  has  been  established  by  the  eight '  conflate  * 
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Syrian  Beadings  which  they  flatter  themselves  they  have 
already  resolved  into  their  '  Western '  and  *  Neutral '  elements 
(Text,  p.  547).  This,  however,  is  a  part  of  the  subject  on 
which  we  venture  to  hope  that  our  Eeaders  by  this  time  have 
formed  a  tolerably  clear  opinion  for  themselves.  The  ground 
has  been  cleared  of  the  flimsy  superstructure  which  these 
Critics  have  been  30  years  in  raising,  ever  since  we  blew 
away  (pp.  258-65)  the  airy  foundation  on  which  it  rested. 

At  the  end  of  some  confident  yet  singularly  hazy  statements 
concerning  the  characteristics  of  'Western'  (pp.  120-6),  of 
'  Neutral '  (126-30),  and  of  '  Alexandrian '  Readings  (130-2), 
Dr.  Hort  favours  us  with  the  assurance  that — 

*  The  Syrian  Text,  to  which  the  order  of  time  now  brings  us,* 
•  is  the  chiof  monument  of  a  new  period  of  textual  history.' — 
(p.  132.) 

'  Now,  the  three  great  lines  were  brought  together,  and  made 
to  contribute  to  the  formation  of  a  new  Text  different  from 
all/— (p.  133.) 

Let  it  only  be  carefully  remembered  that  it  is  of  something 
virtually  identical  with  the  Texttis  Receptus  that  we  are  just 
now  reading  an  imaginary  history,  and  it  is  presumed  that 
the  most  careless  will  be  made  attentive. 

*  The  Syrian  Text  must  in  fact  be  the  result  of  a  **Becennonj" 
.  .  .  performed  deliberately  by  Editors,  and  not  merely  by 
Scribes.'— (Ibid.) 

But  why  '  must '  it  ?  Instead  of  *  miist  in  fact,'  we  are 
disposed  to  read  *  may — in  fiction!  The  learned  Critic  can 
but  mean  that,  on  comparing  the  Text  of  Fathers  of  the  IVth 
century  with  the  Text  of  cod.  B,  it  becomes  to  himself  self- 
evident  that  one  of  the  two  has  been  fabricated.  Granted. 
Then, — ^Why  should  not  the  solitary  Codex  be  the  offending 
party  ?  For  what  imaginable  reason  should  cod.  B, — which 
comes  to  us  without  a  character,  and  which,  when  tried  by 
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the  test  of  primitive  Antiquity,  stands  convicted  of  '  universa 
vitiositas'  (to  use  Tischendorfs  expression) ; — wht/  (we  ask) 
should  codex  B  be  upheld  '  contra  mundum '  ?  .  .  .  Dr.  Hort 
proceeds — (still  speaking  of '  the  [imaginary]  Syrian  Text '), — 

*It  was  probably  initiated  by  the  distracting  and  incon- 
venient currency  of  at  least  three  conflicting  Texts  in  the  same 
region.'— (p.  133.) 

Well  but, — ^Would  it  not  have  been  more  methodical  if 
*  the  currency  of  at  least  three  conflicting  Texts  in  the  same 
region,'  had  been  first  demonstrated  i  or,  at  least,  shown 
to  be  a  thing  probable  ?  Till  this  *  distracting '  phenomenon 
has  been  to  some  extent  proved  to  have  any  existence  in  fact ^ 
what  possible  *  probability '  can  be  claimed  for  the  history  of 
a  *  Recension,' — which  very  Recension,  up  to  this  point,  has  not 
been  proved  to  have  ever  taken  place  at  all  t 

*"  Each  Text  may  perhaps  have  found  a  Patron  in  some  leading 
personage  or  see,  and  thus  have  seemed  to  call  for  a  conciliation 
of  rival  claims.' — (p.  134.) 

Why  yes,  to  be  sure, — '  each  Text  [if  it  existed]  may  per- 
haps [arpei'Jiaps  may  not]  have  found  a  Patron  in  some  leading 
personage  [as  Dr.  Hort  or  Dr.  Scrivener  in  our  own  days] : ' 
but  then,  be  it  remembered,  this  will  only  have  been  possible, 
— (a)  If  the  Recension  ever  took  place :  and — (6)  If  it  was 
conducted  after  the  extraordinary  fashion  which  prevailed  in 
the  Jerusalem  Chamber  from  1870  to  1881 :  for  which  we 
have  the  unimpeachable  testimony  of  an  eye-witness ;  ^  con- 
firmed by  the  Chairman  of  the  Revisionist  body, — by  whom 
in  fact  it  was  deliberately  invented.* 

But  then,  since  not  a  shadow  of  proof  is  forthcoming 
that  any  such  Recension  as  Dr,  Hort  im,agines  ever  took 
place  at  ally — what  else  but  a  purely  gratuitous  exercise  of 


*  See  above,  pp.  37  to  38.  *  Ihid,  p.  39. 
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the  imaginative  faculty  is  it,  that  Dr.  Hoit  should  proceed 
further  to  invent  the  method  which  might,  or  could,  or  would, 
or  should  have  been  pursued,  if  it  had  taken  place  ? 

Having  however  in  this  way  (1)  Assumed  a  '  Syriein  Becen- 
sion,' — (2)  Invented  the  cause  of  it, — and  (3)  Dreamed  the 
process  by  which  it  was  carried  into  execution, — the  Critic 
hastens,  more  8m>,  to  characterize  the  historical  result  in  the 
following  terms : — 

'  The  qualities  which  the  Authors  of  the  Syrian  text  seem 
to  have  most  desired  to  impress  on  it  are  lucidity  and  com- 
pleteness. They  were  evidently  anxious  to  remove  all 
stumbliDg-blocks  out  of  the  way  of  the  ordinary  reader,  so 
far  as  this  could  be  done  without  recourse  to  violent  measures. 
They  were  apparently  equally  desirous  that  he  should  have  the 
benefit  of  instructive  matter  contained  in  all  the  existing  Texts, 
provided  it  did  not  confuse  the  context  or  introduce  seeming 
contradictions.  New  Omissions  accordingly  are  rare,  and  where 
tbey  occur  are  usually  found  to  contribute  to  apparent  sim- 
plicity. New  Interpolations,  on  the  other  hand,  are  abundant, 
most  of  tliem  being  due  to  harmonistic  or  other  assimilation, 
fortunately  capricious  and  incomplete.  Both  in  matter  and  in 
diction  the  Syrian  Text  is  conspicuously  a  full  Text.  It  delights 
in  Pronouns,  Conjunctions,  and  Expletives  and  supplied  links 
of  all  kindn,  as  well  as  in  more  considerable  Additions.  As 
distinguished  from  the  held  vigour  of  the  '*  Western "  scribes, 
and  the  refined  scholarship  of  the  **  Alexandrians,"  the  spirit  of  its 
own  corrections  is  at  once  sensible  and  feeble.  Entirely  blame- 
less, on  either  literary  or  religious  grounds,  as  regards  vulgarized 
or  unworthy  diction,  yet  shewing  no  marks  of  either  Critical  or 
Spiritual  innght,  it  presents  the  New  Testament  in  a  form  smooth  and 
attractive,  hut  appreciably  impoverished  in  sense  and  force ;  more 
fitted  for  cursory  perusal  or  recitation  than  for  repeated  and  diUgeni 
«My-MPP'  134-5.) 

XVII.  We  forbear  to  offer  any  remarks  on  this.  We 
should  be  thought  uncivil  were  we  to  declare  our  own  candid 
estimate  of  *  the  critical  and  spiritual '  perception  of  the  man 
who  could  permit  himself  so  to  write.    We  prefer  to  proceed 


in.]  AND  OF  THE  SYRIAC  VERSION— A.D.  360.  275 

with  our  sketch  of  the  Theory,  (of  the  Dream  rather,)  which 
is  intended  to  account  for  the  existence  of  the  Traditional 
Text  of  the  N.T. :  only  venturing  again  to  submit  that  surely 
it  would  have  been  high  time  to  discuss  the  characteristics 
which '  the  Authors  of  the  Syrian  Text '  impressed  upon  their 
work,  when  it  had  been  first  established — or  at  least  rendered 
probable — that  the  supposed  Operators  and  that  the  assumed 
Operation  have  any  existence  except  in  the  fertile  brain 
of  this  distinguished  and  highly  imaginative  writer. 

XVIII.  Now,  the  first  consideration  which  strikes  us  as 
fatal  to  Dr.  Hort's  unsupported  conjecture  concerning  the 
date  of  the  Text  he  calls  *  Syrian '  or  *  Antiochian,'  is  the  fact 
that  what  he  so  designates  bears  a  most  inconvenient  resem- 
blance to  the  Peschito  or  ancient  Syriac  Version ;  which,  like 
the  old  Latin,  is  (by  consent  of  the  Critics)  generally  assigned 
to  the  second  century  of  our  era.  'It  is  at  any  rate  no 
stretch  of  imagination,'  (according  to  Bp.  Ellicott,)  '  to  suppose 
that  portions  of  it  might  have  been  in  the  hands  of  S.  John/ 
[p.  26.]    Accordingly,  these  Editors  assure  us  that — 

'  the  only  way  of  explaining  the  whole  body  of  facts  is  to  suppote 
that  the  Syriac,  like  the  Latin  Version,  underwent  Revision 
long  after  its  origin  ;  and  that  our  ordinary  Syriac  MSS. 
represent  not  the  primitive  but  the  altered  Syriac  Text.' — 
(p.  136.) 

*'  A  Revision  of  the  old  Syriac  Version  appears  to  have  taken 
place  in  the  IVth  century,  or  sooner;  and  doubtless  in  some 
connexion  with  the  Syrian  Bevision  of  the  Qreek  Text^  the  readings 
being  to  a  very  great  extent  coincident.' — {Text,  552.) 

'Till  recently,  the  Peschito  has  been  knovm  only  in  the 
form  which  it  finally  received  by  an  evidently  auHhoritative  Bevi- 
sion,^ — a  Syriac  •  Vulgate '  answering  to  the  Latin  •  VulgeUe.* — (p.  84.) 

*  Historical  antecedents  render  it  tolerably  certain  that  the 
locality  of  such  an  authoritative  Revision' — (which  Revision 
however,  be  it  observed,  still  rests  wholly  on  unsupported 
conjecture) — '  would  be  either  Edeasa  or  NisifaiB.' — (p.  136.) 

T  2 
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In  the  meantime,  the  abominably  corrupt  document  known 
as  '  Cureton's  Syriac/  is,  by  another  bold  hypothesis,  assumed 
to  be  the  only  surviving  specimen  of  the  unrevised  Version, 
and  is  henceforth  invariably  designated  by  these  authors  as 
'  the  old  Syriac ; '  and  referred  to,  as  *  syr.  vt.,' — (in  imitation 
of  the  Latin  '  vetvs  *) :  the  venerable  Peschito  being  referred 
to  as  the  *  Vulgate  Syriac,' — *  syr.  vg/ 

'When  therefore  we  find  large  and  peculiar  ooincidenees 
between  the  revised  Syriac  Text  and  the  Text  of  the  Antiochian 
Fathers  of  the  latter  part  of  the  IVth  century,' — [of  which 
coincidences,  (be  it  remarked  in  passing,)  the  obvious  explana- 
tion is,  that  the  Texts  leferred  to  are  faithful  traditional 
representations  of  the  inspired  autographs;] —'and  strong  indi- 
cations  that  the  Bevision  voas  deliberate  and  in  some  way  authorita- 
tive in  both  cases, — it  becomes  natural  to  suppose  that  the  two 
operations  had  some  hibtorical  connexion.* — (pp.  136-7.) 

XIX.  But  how  does  it  happen — (let  the  question  be  asked 
without  offence) — that  a  man  of  good  abilities,  bred  in  a 
University  which  is  supposed  to  cultivate  especially  the 
Science  of  exact  reasoning,  should  habitually  allow  himself 
in  such  slipshod  writing  as  this  ?  The  very  /ac^  of  a  *  Revi- 
sion '  of  the  Syriac  has  all  to  be'  proved ;  and  until  it  has 
been  demonstrated,  cannot  of  course  be  reasoned  upon  as  a 
fact.  Instead  of  demonstration,  we  find  ourselves  invited  (1) 
— *  To  suppose '  that  such  a  Revision  took  place :  and  (2) — *  To 
suppose  *  that  all  our  existing  Manuscripts  represent  it.  But 
(as  we  have  said)  not  a  shadow  of  reason  is  produced  why 
we  should  be  so  complaisant  as  '  to  suppose '  either  the  one 
thing  or  the  other.  In  the  meantime,  the  accomplished  Critic 
hastens  to  assure  us  that  there  exist  '  strong  indications ' — 
(why  are  we  not  shoivn  them  ?) — that  the  Revision  he  speaks 
of  was  '  deliberate,  and  in  some  way  authoritative.' 

Out  of  this  grows  a  'natural  supposition'  that  "two 
[purely  imaginary]  operations,"  "had  some  historical  eon- 
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nexion,"  Already  therefore  has  the  shadow  thickened  into  a 
substance.  "  The  Revised  Syriac  Text "  has  by  this  time  come 
to  be  spoken  of  as  an  admitted  fact.  The  process  whereby  it 
came  into  being  is  even  assumed  to  have  been  "  deliberate 
and  authoritative."  These  Editors  henceforth  style  the 
Peschito  the  'Syriac  Vulgate/ — as  confidently  as  Jerome's 
Eevision  of  the  old  Latin  is  styled  the  'Latin  Vulgate.'  They 
even  assure  us  that '  Cureton's  Syriac '  *  renders  the  compara- 
tively late  and  "  revised  "  character  of  the  Syriac  Vulgate  a 
maiter  of  certainty '  (p.  84).  The  very  city  in  which  the 
latter  underwent  Eevision,  can,  it  seems,  be  fixed  with 
*  tolerable  certainty '  (p.  136).  .  .  .  Can  Dr.  Hort  be  serious  ? 

At  the  end  of  a  series  of  conjectures,  (the  foundation  of 
which  is  the  hypothesis  of  an  Antiochian  Becension  of  the 
Greek,)  the  learned  writer  announces  that — 'The  textual 
elements  of  each  principal  document  having  been  thus  ascer- 
tained,  it  now  becomes  possible  to  determine  the  Genealogy  of 
a  much  larger  number  of  individual  readings  than  before* 
(Text,  p.  552). — ^We  read  and  marvel. 

So  then,  in  brief,  the  Theory  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  is 
this : — that,  somewhere  between  A.p.  250  and  a.d.  350, 

^  (1)  The  growing  diversity  and  confosion  of  Greek  Texts  led 
to  an  authoritative  Revision  at  Antiooh : — which  (2)  was  then 
taken  as  a  standard  for  a  similar  authoritative  Bevision  of  the 
Syriac  text : — and  (3)  was  itnelf  at  a  later  time  subjected  to  a 
second  authoritative  Bevision ' — this '  fiual  process '  having  been 
'apparently  completed  by  [a.d.]  360  or  thereabouts.' — (p.  137.) 

XX.  Now,  instead  of  insisting  that  this  entire  Theory 
is  made  up  of  a  series  of  purely  gratuitous  assumptions, — 
destitute  alike  of  attestation  and  of  probability :  and  that,  as 
a  mere  efibrt  of  the  Imagination,  it  is  entitled  to  no  manner 
of  consideration  or  respect  at  our  hands : — instead  of  dealing 
thus  with  what  precedes,  we  propose  to  be  most  kind  and 
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accommodating  to  Dr.  Hort.  We  proceed  to  (ucefpt  his 
Theory  in  its  eifUirety.  We  will,  with  the  Reader's  permission, 
assume  that  all  he  tells  us  is  historically  true:  is  an 
authentic  narrative  of  what  actually  did  take  place.  We 
shall  in  the  end  invite  the  same  Beader  to  recognize  the 
inevitable  consequences  of  our  admission :  to  which  we  shall 
inexorably  pin  the  learned  Editors — bind  them  hand  and 
foot ; — of  course  reserving  to  ourselves  the  right  of  disallowing 
for  ourselves  as  much  of  the  matter  as  we  please. 

Somewhere  between  a.d.  250  and  350  therefore, — ('it  is 
impossible  to  say  with  confidence'  [p.  137]  what  was  the 
actual  date,  but  these  Editors  evidently  incline  to  the  latter 
half  of  the  Ilird  century,  i.e.  circa  a.d.  275) ; — we  are  to 
believe  that  the  Ecclesiastical  heads  of  the  four  great  Patri- 
archates of  Eastern  Christendom,— Alexandria,  Antioch, 
Jerusalem,  Constantinople, — ^liad  become  so  troubled  at 
witnessing  the  prevalence  of  depraved  copies  of  Holy 
Scripture  in  their  respective  churches,  that  they  resolved  by 
common  consent  on  achieving  an  authoritative  Revision 
which  should  henceforth  become  the  standard  Text  of  all  the 
Patriarchates  of  the  East.  The  same  sentiment  of  distress — 
(by  the  hypothesis)  penetrated  into  Syria  proper ;  and  the 
Bishops  of  Edessa  or  Nisibis,  ('great  centres  of  life  and 
culture  to  the  Churches  whose  language  was  Syriac,'  [p.  136,]) 
lent  themselves  so  effectually  to  the  project,  that  a  single 
fragmentary  document  is,  at  the  present  day,  the  only  ves- 
tige remaining  of  the  Text  which  before  had  been  universally 
prevalent  in  the  Syriac-speaking  Churches  of  antiquity.  '  The 
almost  total  extinction  of  Old  Syriac  MSS.y  contrasted  with  the 
great  number  of  extant  Vulgate  Syriac  MSS.' — (for  it  is  thus 
that  Dr.  Hort  habitually  exhibits  evidence !), — is  to  be  attri- 
buted, it  seems,  to  the  power  and  influence  of  the  Authors 
of  the  imaginary  Syriac  Revision,  [ibid.]     Bp.  EUicott,  by 
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the  way  (an  unexceptionable  witness),  characterizes  Cureton's 
Syriac  as  *  singviar  and  sometimes  rather  wild  J  *  The  text,  of 
a  very  composite  nature  ;  sometimes  inclining  to  the  shortness 
and  simplicity  of  the  Vatican  manuscript,  btU  m/rre  commonly 
presenting  the  sam£  paraphrastic  character  df  text  as  the  Codex 
Bezse^  [p.  42.]  (It  is,  in  fact,  an  utterly  depraved  and  fabri- 
cated document.) 

We  venture  to  remark  in  passing  that  Textual  matters 
must  have  everywhere  reached  a  very  alarming  pass  indeed 
to  render  intelligible  the  resort  to  so  extraordinary  a  step  as 
a  representative  Conference  of  the  *  leading  Personages  or 
Sees '  (p.  134)  of  Eastern  Christendom.  The  inference  is  at 
least  inevitable,  that  men  in  high  place  at  that  time  deemed 
themselves  competent  to  grapple  with  the  problem.  Enough 
was  familiarly  known  about  the  character  and  the  sources  of 
these  corrupt  Texts  to  make  it  certain  that  they  would  be 
recognizable  when  produced ;  and  that,  when  condemned  by 
authority,  they  would  no  longer  be  propagated,  and  in  the 
end  would  cease  to  molest  the  Church.  Thus  much,  at  all 
events,  is  legitimately  to  be  inferred  from  the  hypothesis. 

XXI.  Behold  then  from  every  principal  Diocese  of  ancient 
Christendom,  and  in  the  Church's  palmiest  days,  the  most 
famous  of  the  ante-Nicene  Fathers  repair  to  Antioch.  They 
go  up  by  authority,  and  are  attended  by  skilled  Ecclesiastics 
of  the  highest  theological  attainment.  Bearers  are  they 
perforce  of  a  vast  number  of  Copies  of  the  Scriptures :  and 
(by  the  hypothesis)  the  latest  possible  dates  of  any  of  these 
Copies  must  range  between  a.d.  250  and  350.  But  the 
Delegates  of  so  many  ancient  Sees  will  have  been  supremely 
careful,  before  starting  on  so  important  and  solemn  an 
errand,  to  make  diligent  search  for  the  oldest  Copies  any- 
where discoverable :  and  when  they  reach  the  scene  of  their 
deliberations,  we  may  be  certain  that  they  are  able  to  appeal 
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to  not  a  few  codices  mritten  within  a  hundred  years  of  the 
date  of  the  inspired  Autographs  themselves.  Copies  of  the 
Scriptures  authenticated  as  having  belonged  to  the  most 
famous  of  their  predecessors, — and  held  by  them  in  high 
repute  for  the  presumed  purity  of  their  Texts — will  have  been 
freely  produced :  while,  in  select  receptacles,  will  have  been 
stowed  away — for  purposes  of  comparison  and  avoidance — 
specimens  of  those  dreaded  Texts  whose  existence  has  been 
the  sole  cause  why  (by  the  hypothesis)  this  extraordinary 
concourse  of  learned  Ecclesiastics  has  taken  place. 

After  solemnly  invoking  the  Divine  blessing,  tliese  men 
address  themselves  assiduously  to  their  task;  and  (by  the 
hypothesis)  they  proceed  to  condemn  every  codex  which 
exhibits  a  '  strictly  Western,'  or  a  '  strictly  Alexandrian,'  or  a 
*  strictly  Neutral '  type.  In  plain  English,  if  codices  B,  k, 
and  D  had  been  before  them,  they  would  have  uncere- 
moniously rejected  all  three ;  but  then,  (by  the  hypothesis) 
ueither  of  thp  two  first-named  had  yet  come  into  being: 
while  200  years  at  least  must  roll  out  before  Cod.  d  would 
see  the  light.  In  the  meantime,  the  immediate  ancestors  of 
w  K  and  D  will  perforce  have  come  under  judicial  scrutiny ; 
and,  (by  the  hypothesis,)  they  will  have  been  scornfully 
rejected  by  the  general  consent  of  the  Judges. 

XXII.  Pass  an  interval — (are  we  to  suppose  of  fifty 
years  ?) — and  the  work  referred  to  is  *  svty'ectcd  to  a  second 
authoritative  Revision,*  Again^  therefore,  behold  the  piety 
and  learning  of  the  four  great  Patriarchates  of  the  East, 
formally  represented  at  Antioch !  The  Church  is  now  in  her 
palmiest  days.  Some  of  her  greatest  men  belong  to  the 
period  of  which  we  are  speaking.  Eusebius  (a.d.  308- 
340)  is  in  his  glory.  One  whole  generation  has  come  and 
gone  since  the  last  Textual  Conference  was  held,  at  Antioch. 
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Yet  is  no  inclination  manifested  to  reverse  the  decrees  of  the 
earlier  Conference.     This  second  Eecension  of  the  Text  df 
Scripture  does  but  '  carry  out  more  completely  the  purposes' 
of  the  first;'  and  'the  final  process  was  apparently  com- 
pleted by  A.D.  350 '  (p.  137). — So  far  the  Cambridge  Professor. 

XXIII.  But  the  one  important  fact  implied  by  this 
august  deliberation  concerning  the  Text  of  Scripture  has 
been  conveniently  passed  over  by  Dr.  Hort  in  profound 
silence.  We  take  leave  to  repair  his  omission  by  inviting 
the  Header's  particular  attention  to  it. 

We  request  him  to  note  that,  hy  the  hypothesis,  there  will 
have  been  submitted  to  the  scrutiny  of  these  many  ancient 
Ecclesiastics  not  a  few  codices  of  exactly  the  same  type  as 
codices  B  and  K :  especially  as  codex  B.  We  are  able  even 
to  specify  with  precision  certain  features  which  the  codices 
in  question  will  have  all  concurred  in  exhibiting.     Thus, — 

(1)  From  S.  Mark's  Gospel,  those  depraved  copies  will 
have  omitted  the  last  Twelve  Verses  (xvi.  9-20). 

(2)  From  S.  Luke's  Gospel  the  same  corrupt  copies  will 
have  omitted  our  Saviour's  Agony  in  the  Garden  (xxii. 
43,  44). 

(3)  His  Prayer  on  behalf  of  His  murderers  (xxiii.  34), 
will  have  also  been  away. 

(4)  The  Inscription  on  the  Cross,  in  Greek,  Latin,  and 
Hebrew  (xxiii.  38),  will  have  been  partly,  misrepresented, — 
partly,  away. 

(5)  And  there  will  have  been  no  account  discoverable  of 
S.  Peter's  visit  to  the  Sepulchre!  (xxiv.  12). 

(6)  Absent  will  have  been  also  the  record  of  our  Lord's 
Ascension  into  Heaven  {iUd,  51). 

(7)  Also,  from  S.  John's  Gospel,  tire  codices  in  question 
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will  have  omitted  the  incident  of  the  troubling  of  the 
POOL  OF  Bethesda  (v.  3,  4). 

Now,  we  request  that  it  may  be  clearly  noted  that, 
according  to  Dr,  Hort,  against  every  copy  of  the  Gospels  so 
maimed  and  mutilated,  (i.e.  against  every  copy  of  the  Gospels 
of  the  same  type  as  codices  B  and  K,) — the  many  illustrious 
Bishops  who,  (still  according  to  Dr.  Hort,)  assembled  at 
Antioch,  first  in  A.D.  250  and  then  in  a.d.  350, — by  common 
consent  set  a  mark  of  condemnation.  We  are  assured  that 
those  famous  men, — those  Fathers  of  the  Church, — ^were 
emphatic  in  their  sanction,  instead,  of  codices  of  the  type 
of  Cod.  A, — in  which  all  these  seven  omitted  passages  (and 
many  hundreds  besides)  are  duly  found  in  their  proper 
places. 

When,  therefore,  at  the  end  of  a  thousand  and  half  a 
thousand  years,  Dr.  Hort  (guided  by  his  inner  consciousness, 
and  depending  on  an  intellectual  illumination  of  which  he  is 
able  to  give  no  intelligible  account)  proposes  to  reverse  the 
deliberate  sentence  of  Antiquity, — ^his  position  strikes  us  as 
bordering  on  the  ludicrous.  Concerning  the  seven  places  above 
referred  to,  which  the  assembled  Fathers  pronounce  to  be 
genuine  Scripture,  and  declare  to  be  worthy  of  all  accepta- 
tion,— Dr.  Hort  expresses  himself  in  terms  which — could 
they  have  been  heard  at  Antioch — must,  it  is  thought,  have 
brought  down  upon  his  head  tokens  of  displeasure  which 
might  have  even  proved  inconvenient.  But  let  the  respected 
gentleman  by  all  means  be  allowed  to  speak  for  himself : — 

(1)  The  last  Twelve  Verses  of  S.  Mark  (he  would  have 
been  heard  to  say)  are  a  'very  early  interpolation/  *Its 
authorship  and  precise  date  must  remain  unknown.'  'It 
manifestly  cannot  claim  any  Apostolic  authority.'    *  It  is 
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doubtless  founded  on  some  tradition  of  the  Apostolic  age/ — 
{Notes,  pp.  46  and  51.) 

(2)  The  Agony  in  the  garden  (he  would  have  told  them) 
is  *an  early  Western  interpolation/  and  'can  only  be  a 
fragment  from  traditions,  written  or  oral/ — ^'rescued  from 
oblivion  by  the  scribes  of  the  second  century/ — (pp.  66-7.) 

(3)  The  prayer  of  our  Lord  for  His  murderers  (Dr. 
Hort  would  have  said), — '  I  cannot  doubt  comes  from  an 
extraneous  source.*    It  is  *  a  Western  interpolation/ — (p.68.) 

(4)  To  THE  Inscription  on  the  Cross,  in  Greek,  Latin, 
AND  Hebrew  [S.  Luke  xxiii.  38],  he  would  not  have  allowed 
so  much  as  a  hearing. 

(5)  The  spuriousness  of  the  narrative  of  S.  Peter's  Visit 
TO  the  Sepulchre  [S.  Luke  xxiv.  12]  (the  same  Ante-Nicene 
Fathers  would  have  learned)  he  regards  as  a  'moral  certainty.* 
He  would  have  assured  them  that  it  is  *  a  Western  non-in- 
terpolation.'— (p.  71.) 

(6)  They  would  have  learned  that,  in  the  account  of  the 
same  Critic,  S.  Luke  xxiv.  51  is  another  spurious  addition  to 
the  inspired  Text:  another  'Western  non-interpolation.' 
Dr.  Hort  would  have  tried  to  persuade  them  that  OUR  Lord's 
Ascension  into  Heaven  ^was  evidently  inserted  from  an 
ass^cmption  that  a  separation  from  the  disciples  at  the  close 
of  a  Gospel  mtcst  be  the  Ascension/  (Notes,  p.  73).  .  .  .  (What 
the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  woiQd  have  thought  of  their  teacher 
we  forbear  to  conjecture.) — (p.  71.) 

(7)  The  troubling  of  the  pool  of  Bethesda  [S.  John  v. 
3,  4]  is  not  even  allowed  a  bracketed  place  in  Dr.  Hort's 
Text.  How  the  accomplished  Critic  would  have  set  about 
persuading  the  Ante-Nicene  Fathers  that  they  were  in  error 
for  holding  it  to  be  genuine  Scripture,  it  is  hard  to  imagine. 

XXIV.  It  is  plain  therefore  that  Dr.  Hort  is  in  direct 
antagonism  with  the  collective  mind  of  Patristic  Antiquity. 
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W^y,  when  it  suits  him,  he  should  appeal  to  the  same 
Ancients  for  support, — we  fail  to  understand.  '  If  Baal  be 
God,  then  follow  him  ! '  Dr.  Hort  has  his  codex  b  and  his 
codex  M  to  guide  him.  He  informs  us  (p.  276)  that '  the  fullest 
consideration  does  but  increase  the  conviction  that  the  pre- 
eminent  rdative  puriti/*  of  those  two  codices  'is  approximately 
absolute, — a  true  approximate  reproduction  of  the  Text  of  the 
Autographs!  On  the  other  hand,  he  has  discovered  that 
the  Received  Text  is  virtually  the  production  of  the  Fathers 
of  the  Nicene  Age  (a.d.  250-a.d.  350), — exhibits  a  Text 
fabricated  throughout  by  the  united  efforts  of  those  well- 
intentioned  but  thoroughly  misguided  men.  What  is  it  to 
Aim,  henceforth,  how  Athanasius,  or  Didymus,  or  Cyril  ex- 
hibits a  place  ? 

Yes,  we  repeat  it, — Dr.  Hort  is  in  direct  antagonism  with 
the  Fathers  of  the  Ilird  and  the  IVth  Century.  His  own 
fantastic  hypothesis  of  a  'Syrian  Text,' — the  solemn  ex- 
pression of  the  collective  wisdom  and  deliberate  judgment 
of  the  Fathers  of  the  Nicene  Age  (a.d.  250-a.d.  350), — is  the 
best  answer  which  can  by  possibility  be  invented  to  his  own 
pages, — is,  in  our  account,  the  one  sufficient  and  conclusive 
refutation  of  his  own  Text. 

Thus,  his  prolix  and  perverse  discussion  of  S.  Mark  xvi. 
9-20  (viz.  from  p.  28  to  p.  51  of  his  Notes), — which,  carefully 
analysed,  is  found  merely  to  amount  to  '  Thank  you  for  show- 
ing us  our  mistake ;  but  we  mean  to  stick  to  our  Mumpsi- 
mils !* :  —  those  many  inferences  as  well  from  what  the. 
Fathers  do  not  say,  as  from  what  they  do ; — are  all  effectually 
disposed  of  by  his  own  theory  of  a  '  Syrian  text.'  A  mighty 
array  of  forgotten  Bishops,  Fathers,  Doctors  of  the  Nicene 
period,  come  back  and  calmly  assure  the  accomplished  Pro- 
fessor that  the  evidence  on  which  he  relies  is  but  an  insigni- 


III.]  OF  THE  niRD  AND  IVTH  CENTURIES.  285 

ficant  fraction  of  the  evidence  wliich  was  before  themselves 
when  they  delivered  their  judgment.  *  Had  you  known  but 
the  thousandth  part  of  what  we  knew  familiarly/  say  they, 
*  you  would  have  spared  yourself  this  exposure.  You  seem 
to  have  forgotten  that  Eusebius  was  one  of  the  chief  persons 
in  our  assembly ;  that  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  and  Athanasius, 
liasil  and  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  as  well  as  his  namesake 
of  Nyssa, — were  all  living  wlien  we  held  our  Textual  Con- 
ference, and  some  of  them,  though  young  men,  were  even 
parties  to  our  decree/  .  .  .  Now,  as  an  argiime/ritum  ad 
Jumiinnn,  this,  be  it  observed,  is  decisive  and  admits  of  no 
rejoinder. 

XXV.  How  then  about  those  'Syrian  Conflations'  con- 
cerning which  a  few  pages  back  we  heard  so  much,  and  for 
which  Dr.  Hort  considers  the  august  tribunal  of  which  we 
are  now  speaking  to  be  responsible  ?  He  is  convinced  that 
the  (so-called)  Syrian  Text  (which  he  regards  as  the  product 
of  their  deliberations),  is  '  an  eclectic  text  combining  Headings 
from  th€  three  j/rincipal  Texts '  (p.  145) :  which  Eeadings  in 
consequence  he  calls  '  conflate.'  How  then  is  it  to  be  sup- 
posed that  these  '  Conflations '  arose  ?  The  answer  is  obvious. 
As  '  Conflations,'  they  have  no  existence, — save  in  the  fertile 
brain  of  Dr.  Hort.  Could  the  ante-Nicene  fathers  who 
never  met  at  Antioch  have  been  interrogated  by  him  con- 
cerning this  matter,  —  (let  the  Hibernian  supposition  be 
allowed  for  argument  sake !)— they  would  perforce  have  made 
answer, — '  You  quite  mistake  the  purpose  for  which  we  came 
together,  learned  sir !  You  are  evidently  thinking  of  your 
Jerusalem  Chamber  and  of  the  unheard-of  method  devised  by 
your  Bishop '  [see  pp.  37  to  39 :  also  p.  273]  '  for  ascertaining 
the  Truth  of  Scripture.  Well  may  the  resuscitation  of  so  many 
forgotten  blunders  have  occupied  you  and  your  colleagues 
for  as  long  a  i)eriod  as  was  expended  on  the  Siege  of  Troy ! 
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Our  business  was  not  to  invent  readings  whether  by  "  Con- 
flation" or  otherwise,  but  only  to  distinguish  between 
spurious  Texts  and  genuine, — families  of  fabricated  MSS., 
and  those  which  we  knew  to  be  trustworthy, — ^mutilated  and 
unmutilated  Copies.  Every  one  of  what  you  are  pleased  to 
call  "  Conflate  Eeadings,"  learned  sir,  we  found — just  as  yoti 
find  them — in  99  out  of  100  of  our  copies:  and  we  gave 
them  our  deliberate  approval,  and  left  them  standing  in  the 
Text  in  consequence.  We  believed  them  to  be, — we  are 
confident  that  they  are, — the  very  words  of  the  Evangelists 
and  Apostles  of  the  Lord  :  the  ipsisdma  verba  of  the  Spirit  : 
"  the  true  sayings  of  the  Holy  Ghost."  '  [See  p.  38,  note  ^] 
All  this  however  by  the  way.  The  essential  thing  to  be 
borne  in  mind  is  that,  according  to  Dr.  Hort, — on  tv>o  distinct 
occasions  between  A.D.  250  and  350 — the  whole  Eastern  Church, 
meeting  by  representation  in  her  palmiest  days,  deliberately 
put  forth  that  Traditional  Text  of  the  N.T.  with  which  we  at 
this  day  are  chiefly  familiar.  That  this  is  indeed  his  view  of 
the  matter,  there  can  at  least  be  no  doubt.     He  says : — 

*  An  authoritative  Revision  at  Antioch  ....  was  itself  subjected 
to  a  second  authoritative  Revision  carrying  out  more  completely 
the  purposes  of  the  first.'  •  At  what  date  between  a.d.  250  and 
350  the  first  process  took  place,  it  is  impossible  to  say  with  oonfi- 
denoe.*  *  The  final  process  was  apparently  completed  by  a.d.  350 
or  thereabouts.' — (p.  137.) 

*  The  fundamental  text  of  late  extant  Greek  MSS.  generally 
is  beyond  aU  question  identical  with  the  dominant  Antiocbian  or 
Greeco-Syrian  text  of  the  second  half  of  the  IVth  century.' — (p.  92.) 

Be  it  so.  It  follows  that  the  Text  exhibited  by  such 
codices  as  B  and  m  was  deliberately  condemned  by  the  assembled 
piety,  learning,  and  judgment  of  the  four  great  Patriarchates 
of  Eastern  Christendom.  At  a  period  when  there  existed 
nothing  more  modem  than  Codices  b  and  «,  —  nothing  so 
modern  as  A  and  c, — all  specimens  of  the  former  class  were 
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rejected :  while  such  codices  as  bore  a  general  resemblance  to 
A  were  by  common  consent  pointed  out  as  deserving  of 
confidence  and  recommended  for  repeated  Transcription, 

XXVI.  Pass  fifteen  hundred  years,  and  the  Eeader  is  invited 
to  note  attentively  what  has  come  to  pass.  Time  has  made 
a  clean  sweep,  it  may  be,  of  every  Greek  codex  belonging  to 
either  of  the  two  dates  above  indicated.  Every  tradition 
belonging  to  the  period  has  also  long  since  utterly  perished. 
When  lo,  in  a.d.  1831,  under  the  auspices  of  Dr.  Lachmann, 
'  a  new  departure '  is  made.  Up  springs  what  may  be  called 
the  new  German  school  of  Textual  Criticism,— of  which  the 
fundamental  principle  is  a  superstitious  deference  to  the 
decrees  of  cod.  B.  The  heresy  prevails  for  fifty  years  (1831- 
81)  and  obtains  many  adherents.  The  practical  result  is, 
that  its  chief  promoters  make  it  their  business  to  throw  dis- 
credit on  the  result  of  the  two  great  Antiochian  Bevisions 
already  spoken  of !  The  (so-called)  '  Syrian  Text ' — although 
assumed  by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  to  be  the  product  of  the 
combined  wisdom,  piety,  and  learning  of  the  great  Patriar- 
chates of  the  East  from  a.d.  250  to  a.d.  350;  'a  "Eecension" 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word ;  a  work  of  attempted  Criti- 
cism, performed  deliberately  by  Editors  and  not  merely  by 
Scribes '  (p.  133) : — this '  Syrian  Text,'  Doctors  Westcott  and 
Hort  denounce  as  '  showing  no  marks  of  either  critical  w  spi- 
ritual  insight : ' — 

It  *  presents'  (say  they)  'the  New  Testament  in  a  form 
smooth  and  attractive,  but  appreddbly  impoverished  in  sense  and 
force;  more  fitted  for  cursory  perusal  or  recitation  than  fur 
repeated  and  diligent  study.' — (p.  135.) 

XXVII.  We  are  content  to  leave  this  matter  to  the 
Header's  judgment.  For  ourselves,  we  make  no  secret  of 
the  grotesqueness  of  the  contrast  thus,  for  the  second  time, 
presented  to  the  imagination.     On  thai  side,  by  the  hypo- 
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thesis,  sit  the  greatest  Doctors  of  primitive  Christendom, 
assembled  in  solemn  conclave.  Every  most  illustrious  name 
is  there.  By  ingeniously  drawing  a  purely  arbitrary  hard* 
and-fast  line  at  the  year  a.d.  350,  and  so  anticipating  many 
a  ^Jhniit*  by  something  between  five  and  five-and-twenty 
years,  Dr.  Hort's  intention  is  plain :  but  the  expedient  will 
not  serve  his  turn.  Quite  content  are  we  with  the  names 
secured  to  us  within  the  proposed  limits  of  time.  On  tJuU 
side  then,  we  behold  congregated  choice  representatives 
of  the  wisdom,  the  piety,  the  learning  of  the  Eastern 
Church,  from  A.D.  250  to  A.D.  350. — On  this  side  sits — 
Dr.  Hort!  .  .  .  An  interval  of  1532  years  separates  these 
two  parties. 

XXVIII.  And  first, — How  may  the  former  assemblage  be 
supposed  to  have  been  occupying  themselves?  The  object 
with  which  those  distinguished  personages  came  together  was 
the  loftiest,  the  purest,  the  holiest  imaginable :  viz.  to  purge 
out  from  the  sacred  Text  the  many  corruptions  by  which,  in 
their  judgments,  it  had  become  depraved  during  the  250  (or 
at  the  utmost  300)  years  which  have  elapsed  since  it  first 
came  into  existence ;  to  detect  the  counterfeit  and  to  eliminate 
the  spurious.  Not  unaware  by  any  means  are  they  of  the 
carelessness  of  Scribes,  nor  yet  of  the  corruptions  which  have 
been  brought  in  through  the  officiousness  of  critical '  Correc- 
tors '  of  the  Text.  To  what  has  resulted  from  the  misdirected 
piety  of  the  Orthodox,  they  are  every  bit  as  fully  alive  as  to 
what  has  crept  in  through  the  malignity  of  Heretical  Teachers. 
Moreover,  while  the  memory  survives  in-  all  its  freshness  of 
the  depravations  which  the  inspired  Text  has  experienced 
from  these  and  other  similar  corrupting  influences,  the  means 
abound  and  are  at  hand  of  testing  every  suspected  place  of 
Scripture.  Well,  and  next, — How  have  these  holy  men 
prospered  in  their  holy  enterprise  ? 
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XXIX.  According  to  Dr.  Hort,  by  a  strange  fatality,- 
most  unaccountable  and  truly  disastrous  proclivity  to  error, 
— these  illustrious  Fathers  of  the  Church  have  been  at  every 
instant  substituting  the  spurious  for  the  genuine, — a  fabri- 
cated Text  in  place  of  the  Evangelical  Verity.  Miserable 
men!  In  the  Gospels  alone  they  have  interpolated  about 
3100  words :  have  omitted  about  700  :  have  substituted  about 
1000 ;  have  transposed  about  2200  :  have  altered  (in  respect 
of  number,  case,  mood,  tense,  person,  &c.)  about  1200.^  This 
done,  they  have  amused  themselves  with  the  give-and-take 
process  of  mutual  accommodation  which  we  are  taught  to  call 
'  Conflation :  *  in  plain  terms,  they  have  been  manufacturing 
Scripture,    The  Text,  as  it  comes  forth  from  their  hands,—* 

(a)  "  Shews  no  marks  of  either  critical  or  spiritual  in^ht .''' — 
(6)  "  Presents  the  New  Testament  in  a  form  smooth  and 

attractive,  but  appreciably  impoverished  in  sense  and  force ;" — 
(c)  "Is  more  fitted  for  cursory  perusal  or  redtaiion,  than  for 

repealed  and  diligent  study." 

Moreover,  the  mischief  has  proved  infectious, — ^has  spread. 
In  Syria  also,  at  Edessa  or  Nisibis, — (for  it  is  as  well  to  be 
circumstantial  in  such  matters,) — the  self-same  iniquity  is 
about  to  be  perpetrated ;  of  which  the  Peschito  will  be  the 
abiding  monument :  one  solitary  witness  only  to  the  pure  Text 
being  suffered  to  escape.     Cureton's  fragmentary  Syriac  will 


^  To  speak  with  entire  accuracy,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  require  us  to 
believe  that  the  Authors  of  the  [imaginary]  Sjnrian  Revisions  of  a.d.  250 
and  A.D.  350,  interpolated  the  genuine  Text  of  the  Gospels,  with  between 
2877  (b)  and  3455  (k)  spurious  words;  mutilated  the  genuine  Text  in 
respect  of  between  536  (b)  and  839  (K  )  words : — substituted  for  as  many 
genuine  words,  between  935  (b)  and  1114  (K  )  uninspired  words : — ^licen- 
tiously transposed  between  2098  (b)  and  2299  (m): — and  in  respect  of 
number,  case,  mood,  tense,  person,  &c.,  altered  without  authority  between 
1132  (b)  and  1265  («)  words. 

U 
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alone  remain  to  exhibit  to  mankind  the  outlines  of  primitive 
Truth.  (The  reader  is  reminded  of  the  character  already 
given  of  the  document  in  question  at  the  sunmiit  of  page 
279.  Its  extravagance  can  only  be  fully  appreciated  by  one 
who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  read  it  steadily  through.) 

XXX.  And  pray,  (we  ask,) —  Who  says  all  this  ?  Who  is  it 
who  gravely  puts  forth  all  this  egregious  nonsense  ?  ...  It  is 
Dr.  Hort,  (we  answer,)  at  pp.  134r-5  of  the  volume  now  under 
review.  In  fact,  according  to  him,  those  primitive  Fathers 
have  been  the  great  falsifiers  of  Scripture ;  have  proved  the 
worst  enemies  of  the  pure  Word  of  God  ;  have  shamefully 
betrayed  their  sacred  trust ;  have  done  the  diametrical  reverse 
of  what  (by  the  hypothesis)  they  came  together  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  doing.  They  have  depraved  and  corrupted  that 
sacred  Text  which  it  was  their  aim,  their  duty,  and  their  pro- 
fessed object  to  purge  from  its  errors.  And  (by  the  hypo- 
thesis) Dr.  Hort,  at  the  end  of  1532  years, — aided  by  codex  b 
and  his  own  self-evolved  powers  of  divination, — has  found 
them  out,  and  now  holds  them  up  to  the  contempt  and  scorn 
of  the  British  public. 

XXXI.  In  the  meantime  the  illustrious  Professor  invites 
us  to  believe  that  the  mistaken  textual  judgment  pronoimced 
at  Antioch  in  a.d.  350  had  an  immediate  effect  on  the  Text 
of  Scripture  throughout  the  world.  We  are  requested  to  sup- 
pose that  it  resulted  in  the  instantaneous  extinction  of  codices 
the  like  of  B  h,  wherever  found ;  and  caused  codices  of  the  A  type 
to  spring  up  like  mushrooms  in  their  place,  and  that,  in  every 
library  of  ancient  Christendom.  We  are  further  required  to 
assimie  that  this  extraordinary  substitution  of  new  evidence 
for  old — the  false  for  the  true — fully  explains  why  Irenaeus 
and    Hippolytus,    Athanasius    and   Didymus,   Gregory    of 
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Nazianzus  and  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Basil  and  Ephraem,  Epipha- 
nius  and  Chrysostom,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  and  Isidore 
of  Pelusium,  Nilus  and  Nonnus,  Proclus  and  Severianus, 
the  two  Cyrils  and  Theodoret — one  and  all — show  them- 
selves strangers  to  the  text  of  b  and  H.  .  .  .  We  read  and 
marvel. 

XXXIL  For,  (it  is  time  to  enquire,) — Does  not  the  learned 
Professor  see  that,  by  thus  getting  rid  of  the  testimony  of 
the  whole  body  of  the  Fathers,  he  leaves  the  Science  which  he  is 
so  good  as  to  patronize  in  a  most  destitute  condition, — besides 
placing  himself  in  a  most  inconvenient  state  of  isolation  ?   If 
clear  and  consentient  Patristic  testimony  to  the  Text  of  Scrip- 
ture is  not  to  be  deemed  forcible  witness  to  its  Truth, — 
whither  shall  a  man  betake  himself  for  constraining  Evidence  ? 
Dr.  Hort  has  already  set  aside  the  Traditional  Text  as  a  thing 
of  no  manner  of  importance.    The  venerable  Syriac  Version 
he  has  also  insisted  on  reducing  very  nearly  to  the  level  of 
the  despised  cursives.     As  for  the  copies  of  the  old  Latin, 
they  had  confessedly  become  so  untrustworthy,  at  the  time  of 
which  he  speaks,  that  a  modest  Revision  of  the  Text  they 
embody,  (the  '  Vulgate '  namely,)  became  at  last  a  measure 
of  necessity.     What  remains   to  him  therefore?     Can  he 
seriously  suppose  that  the  world  will  put  up  with  the  '  idio- 
syncrasy' of  a  living  Doctor — his  'personal  instincts'  (p.  xi.) — 
his  *  personal  discernment '  (p.  65), — ^his  '  instinctive  processes 
of  Criticism '  (p.  66), — his  '  individual  mind,* — in  preference 
to  articulate  voices  coming  to  us  across  the  gulf  of  Time  ifrom 
every  part  of  ancient  Christendom  ?     How — with  the  faintest 
chance  of  success — does  Dr.  Hort  propose  to  remedy  the 
absence  of  External  Testimony  ?     If  mankind  can  ajBford  to 
do  without  either  consent  of  Copies  or  of  Fathers,  why  does 
mankind  any  longer  adhere  to  the  ancient  methods  of  proof? 
Why  do  Critics  of  every  school  stUI  accumulate  references  to 

u  2 
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MSS.,  explore  the  ancient  Versions,  and  ransack  the  Patristic 
writings  in  search  of  neglected  citations  of  Scripture  ?  That 
the  ancients  were  indifferent  Textual  Critics,  is  true  enough. 
The  mischief  done  by  Origen  in  this  department, — through 
his  fondness  for  a  branch  of  Learning  in  wliich  his  remarks 
show  that  he  was  all  unskilled, — is  not  to  be  told.  But  then, 
these  men  lived  within  a  very  few  hundred  years  of  the 
Apostles  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  :  and  when  they  witness 
to  the  reading  of  their  own  copies,  their  testimony  on  the  point, 
to  say  the  least,  is  worthy  of  our  most  respectful  attention. 
Dated  codices,  in  fact  are  they,  to  cUl  intents  and  purposes, 
as  often  as  they  bear  clear  witness  to  the  Text  of  Scripture : 
— a  fact,  (we  take  leave  to  throw  out  the  remark  in  passing,) 
which  has  not  yet  nearly  attracted  the  degree  of  attention 
which  it  deserves. 

XXXIIL  For  ourselves,  having  said  so  much  on  this  sub- 
ject, it  is  fair  that  we  should  add, — We  devoutly  wish  that 
Dr.  Hort's  hypothesis  of  an  authoritative  and  deliberate  Recen- 
sion of  the  Text  of  the  New  Testament  achieved  at  Antioch 
first,  about  A.D.  250,  and  next,  about  a.d.  350,  were  indeed  an 
historical  fact.  We  desire  no  firmer  basis  on  which  to  rest 
our  confidence  in  the  Traditional  Text  of  Scripture  than 
the  deliberate  verdict  of  Antiquity, — the  ascertained  sanction 
of  the  collective  Church,  in  the  Nicene  age.  The  Latin 
'  Vulgate '  [a.d.  385]  is  the  work  of  a  single  man — Jerome.  The 
Syriac  *  Vulgate'  [a.d.  616]  was  also  the  work  of  a  single 
man — Thomas  of  Harkel.  But  this  Greek  *  Vulgate '  was  (by 
the  hypothesis)  the  product  of  the  Church  Catholic,  [a.d.  250- 
A.D.  350,]  in  her  corporate  capacity.  Not  only  should  we  hail 
such  a  monument  of  the  collective  piety  and  learning  of  the 
Church  in  her  best  days  with  unmingled  reverence  and  joy, 
were  it  introduced  to  our  notice ;  but  we  should  insist  that 
no  important  deviation  from  such  a  '  Textiis  Beceptus '  as  that 


III.]     *  TEXTU8  BECEPTUS'  HAD  ANY  SUCH  HISTORY.     293 

would  deserve  to  be  listened  to.  In  other  words,  if  Dr. 
Hort's  theory  about  the  origin  of  the  Textus  Beceptiis  have 
any  foundation  at  all  in  fact,  it  is  '  all  up '  with  Dr.  Hort. 
He  is  absolutely  nowhere.  He  has  most  ingeniously  placed 
himself  on  the  horns  of  a  fatal  dilemma. 

For, — (let  it  be  carefully  noted,) — the  entire  discussion 
becomes,  in  this  way,  brought  (so  to  speak)  within  the  com- 
pass of  a  nutshell.  To  state  the  case  briefly, — ^We  are  invited 
to  make  our  election  between  the  Fathers  of  the  Church, 
A.D.  250  and  a.d.  350, — and  Dr.  Hort,  A.D.  1881.  The  issue  is 
really  reduced  to  that  The  general  question  of  the  Text  op 
Scripture  being  the  matter  at  stake;  (not  any  particular 
passage,  remember,  but  the  Text  of  Scripture  as  a  whole ;) — and 
the  conflicting  parties  being  but  two; — Which  are  we  to 
believe  ?  the  consentient  Voice  of  Antiquity,— ot  the  solitary 
modern  Professor  ?  Shall  we  accept  the  august  Testimony 
of  the  whole  body  of  the  Fathers  ?  or  shall  we  prefer  to  be 
guided  by  the  self-evolved  imaginations  of  one  who  con- 
fessedly has  nothing  to  offer  but  conjecture  ?  The  question 
before  us  is  reduced  to  that  single  issue.  But  in  fact  the 
alternative  admits  of  being  yet  more  concisely  stated.  We  are 
invited  to  make  our  election  between  fact  and — fiction  . . . 
All  this,  of  course,  on  the  supposition  that  there  is  any  truth 
at  allin  Dr.  Hort's  *  New  Textual  Theory.' 

XXXIV.  Apart  however  from  the  gross  intrinsic  impro- 
bability of  the  supposed  Becension, — ^the  utter  absence  of 
one  particle  of  evidence,  traditional  or  otherwise,  that  it  ever 
did  take  place,  must  be  held  to  be  fatal  to  the  hypothesis 
that  it  did.  It  is  simply  incredible  that  an  incident  of  such 
magnitude  and  interest  would  leave  no  trace  of  itself  in  his- 
tory. As  a  conjecture — (and  it  only  professes  to  be  a  conjec- 
ture)— Dr.  Hort's  notion  of  how  the  Text  of  the  Fathers  of 
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the  Illrd,  IVth,  and  Vth  centuries, — which,  as  he  truly 
remarks,  is  in  the  main  identical  with  our  own  Received  Text, 
— came  into  being,  must  be  unconditionally  abandoned.  In  the 
words  of  a  learned  living  Prelate, — "  the  supposition  "  on  which 
Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have  staked  their  critical  reputation, 
"  w  a  manifest  absurdity .''^ 

XXXV.  We  have  been  so  full  on  the  subject  of  this  ima- 
ginary '  Antiochian  '  or  *  Syrian  text,'  not  (the  reader  may  be 
sure)  without  sufficient  reason.  Scant  satisfaction  truly  is 
there  in  scattering  to  the  winds  an  airy  tissue  which  its 
ingenious  authors  have  been  industriously  weaving  for 
30  years.     But  it  is  clear  that  witli  this  hypothesis  of  a 

*  Syrian '  text, — the  immediate  source  and  actual  prototype  of 
the  commonly  received  Text  of  the  N.  T., — stands  or  falls 
their  entire  Teodual  theory.  Reject  it,  and  the  entire  fabric  is 
observed  to  collapse,  and  subside  into  a  shapeless  rain.  And 
with  it,  of  necessity,  goes  the  *  New  Greek  Text,' — and  there- 
fore the  '  New  English  Version '  of  our  Revisionists,  which  in 
the  main  has  been  founded  on  it. 

XXXVI.  In  the  meantime  the  phenomena  upon  which  this 
phantom  has  been  based,  remain  unchanged ;  and  fairly  in- 
terpreted, will  be  found  to  conduct  us  to  the  diametrically 
opposite  result  to  that  which  has  been  arrived  at  by  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort  With  perfect  t^ruth  has  the  latter 
remarked  on  the  practical '  identity  of  the  Text,  more  espe- 
cially in  the  Gospels  and  Pauline  Epistles,  in  all  the  known 
cursive  MSS.,  except  a  few '  (p.  143).  We  fully  admit  the 
truth  of  his  statement  that — 

*  Before  the  close  of  the  IVth  century^  a  Greek  Text  not  materially 
differing  from  the  almost  universal  Text  of  the  IXth,' — [and 

*  Quoted  by  Canon  Cook,  Ucinsed  Version  Considered, — p.  202. 
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why  not  of  the  Vlth  ?  of  the  Vllth  ?  of  the  Vlllth  ?  or  again 
of  the  Xth?  of  the  Xlth?  of  the  XI  Ith  ?]—*  century,  wa6 
dominant  at  Antioch.'— (p.  142.) 

And  why  not  throughout  the  whole  of  Eastern  Christendom  ? 
Why  this  continual  mention  of  'Antioch,' — this  perpetual 
introduction  of  the  epithet  '  Syrian  *  ?  Neither  designation 
applies  to  Irenseus  or  to  Hippolytus, — to  Athanasius  or  to 
Didymus, — to  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  or  to  his  namesake  of 
Nyssa, — to  Basil  or  to  Epiphanius, — to  Nonnus  or  to  Maca- 
rius, — to  Proclus  or  to  Theodorus  Mops., — to  the  earlier  or 
to  the  later  Cyril. — In  brief, 

'  The  fundamental  text  of  the  late  extant  Greek  MSS.  gene- 
rally is,  beyond  all  question,  identical  with  [what  Dr.  Hort 
chooses  to  call]  the  dominant  Antiochian  or  GraBCO-Syrian  text 
of  the  second  half  of  the  IVth  century.  .  .  .  The  Antiochian  [and 
Other]  Fathers,  and  the  bulk  of  extant  MSS.  written  from 
about  three  or  four,  to  ten  or  eleven  centuries  later,  must 
have  had,  in  the  greater  number  of  extant  variations,  a  common 
original  either  caniemporary  with^  or  older  than^  our  oldest  extant 
MS8:—(j^.  92.) 

XXXVII.  So  far  then,  happily,  we  are  entirely  agreed.  The 
only  question  is, — How  is  this  resemblance  to  be  accoimted 
for  ?  Not,  we  answer, — not,  certainly,  by  putting  forward  so 
violent  and  improbable — so  irrational  a  conjecture  as  that, 
first,  about  a.d.  250, — and  then  again  about  ad.  350, — 
an  authoritative  standard  Text  was  fabricated  at  Antioch ;  of 
which  all  other  known  MSS.  (except  a  very  little  handful) 
are  nothing  else  but  transcripts: — but  rather,  by  loyally 
recognizing,  in  the  practical  identity  of  the  Text  exhibited 
by  99  out  of  100  of  our  extant  MSS.,  the  probable  general 
fidelity  of  those  many  transcripts  to  the  inspired  exemplars 
themselves  from  which  rernotely  they  are  confessedly  descended. 
And  surely,  if  it  be  allowable  to  assume  (with  Dr.  Hort) 
that  for  1532  years,  (viz.  from  a.d.  350  to  A.D.  1882)  the 
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Antiochian  standard  has  been  faithfully  retained  and  trans- 
mitted,— ^it  will  be  impossible  to  assign  any  valid  reason 
why  the  inspircid  Original  itself,  the  Apostolic  standard, 
should  not  have  been  as  faithfully  transmitted  and  retained 
from  the  Apostolic  age  to  the  Antiochian,* — i.e.  throughout 
an  interval  of  less  than  250  years,  or  one-sixth  of  the  period. 

XXXVIII.  Here,  it  will  obviously  occur  to  enquire,  — But 
what  has  been  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort's  motive  for  inventing 
such  an  improbable  hypothesis  ?  and  why  is  Dr.  Hort  so 
strenuous  in  maintaining  it  ? We  reply  by  remind- 
ing the  Eeader  of  certain  remarks  which  we  made  at  the 
outset.*  The  Traditional  Text  of  the  N.  T.  is  a  phenomenon 
which  sorely  exercises  Critics  of  the  new  schooL  To  depre- 
ciate it,  is  easy :  to  deny  its  critical  authority,  is  easier  still : 
to  cast  ridicule  on  the  circumstances  under  which  Erasmus 
produced  his  first  (very  faulty)  edition  of  it  (1516),  is  easiest 
of  all.  But  to  ignore  the  'Traditional  Text,'  is  impossible. 
Equally  impossible  is  it  to  overlook  its  practical  identity 
with  the  Text  of  Chrysostom,  who  lived  and  taught  a^  An- 
tioch  till  A.D.  398,  when  he  became  Abp.  of  Constantinople, 
Now  this  is  a  very  awkward  circumstance,  and  must  in  some 
way  be  got  over ;  for  it  transports  us,  at  a  bound,  from  the 
stifling  atmosphere  of  Basle  and  Alcala, — from  Erasmus  and 
Stimica,  Stephens  and  Beza  and  the  Elzevirs, — ^to  Antioch 
and  Constantinople  in  the  latter  part  of  the  IVth  century. 
What  is  to  be  done  ? 

XXXIX.  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  assume  that  this  '  Anti- 
ochian text ' — found  in  the  later  cursives  and  the  Fathers  of 
the  latter  half  of  the  IVth  century — must  be  an  artificial^ 
an  arbitrarily  invented  standard ;    a  text  fahricaied  between 


^  i.e.  say  frum  a.d.  90  to  a.d.  250-350.  *  See  above,  p.  269. 
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A.D.  250  and  a.d.  350.  And  if  they  may  but  be  so  fortunate 
as  to  persuade  the  world  to  adopt  their  hypothesis,  then  all 
will  be  easy ;  for  they  will  have  reduced  the  supposed  '  con- 
sent of  Fathers'  to  the  reproduction  of  one  and  the  same 
single  'primary  documentary  witness:'* — and  'it  is  hardly 
necessary  to  point  out  the  total  change  in  the  bearing 
of  the  evidence  by  the  introduction  of  the  factor  of  Oene- 
aloffy*  (p.  43)  at  this  particular  juncture.  Upset  the 
hypothesis  on  the  other  hand,  and  all  is  reversed  in  a 
moment.  Every  attesting  Father  is  perceived  to  be  a  dated 
MS.  and  an  independent  authority ;  and  the  combined  evi- 
dence of  several  of  these  becomes  simply  unmanageable. 
In  like  manner,  "  the  approximate  consent  of  the  cursives " 
(see  the  foot-note),  is  perceived  to  be  equivalent  no^  to  "  A 

PRIMARY  DOCUMENTARY  WITNESS," — not  tO  "  ONE  AnTIOCHIAN 

ORIGINAL," — but  to  be  tantamount  to  the  articulate  speech  of 
many  witnesses  of  high  character,  coming  to  us  from  every 
quarter  of  primitive  Christendom. 

XL.  But — (the  further  enquiry  is  sure  to  be  made)  — 
In  favour  of  which  document,  or  set  of  documents,  have  all 
these  fantastic  efforts  been  made  to  disparage  the  commonly 
received  standards  of  excellence?  The  ordinary  English 
Header  may  require  to  be  reminded  that,  prior  to  the  I  Vth 
century,  our  Textual  helps  are  few,  fragmentary,  and — to 
speak  plainly — insufficient.  As  for  sacred  Codices  of  that 
date,  we  possess  not  one.     Of  our  two  primitive  Versions, 


*  *  If,'  says  Dr.  Hort,  *  an  editor  were  for  any  purpose  to  make  it  his  aim 
to  restore  as  completely  as  possible  the  New  Testament  of  Antioch  in  a.d. 
350,  he  could  not  help  taking  the  approximate  consent  of  the  cursives  as 
equivalent  to  a  primary  documentary  witness.  And  he  would  not  he  the 
less  justified  in  so  doing  for  being  imable  to  say  precisely  by  what  historical 
agencies  the  one  Antiochian  original' — [note  the  fallacy !] — *  was  mtU- 
tiplieil  into  the  cursive  hosts  of  the  later  ages,'' — Pp.  143-4. 
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'  the  Syriac  and  the  old  Latin/  the  ^second  is  grossly  corrupt; 
owing  (says  Dr.  Hort)  'to  a  perilous  confusion  between 
transcription  and  reproduction;*  'the  preservation  of  a 
record  and  its  supposed  improvement'  (p.  121).  'Further 
acquaintance  with  it  only  increases  our  distrust '  (Hid,).  In 
plainer  English,  'the  earliest  readings  which  can  be  fixed 
chronologically '  (p.  120)  belong  to  a  Version  which  is  licen- 
tious and  corrupt  to  an  incredible  extent.  And  though 
'there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  Peschito  [or  ancient 
Syriac]  is  at  least  as  old  as  the  Latin  Version '  (p.  84),  yet 
(according  to  Dr.  Hort)  it  is  '  impossible ' — (he  is  nowhere  so 
good  as  to  explain  to  us  wherein  this  supposed  'impossi- 
bility '  consists), — ^to  regard  '  <Ae  present  form  of  the  Version 
as  a  true  representation  of  the  original  Syriac  text*  The 
date  of  it  (according  to  him)  Toay  be  as  late  as  a.d.  350. 
Anyhow,  we  are  assured  (but  only  by  Dr.  Hort)  that  impor- 
tant '  evidence  for  the  Greek  text  is  hardly  to  be  looked  for 
fixjm  (his  source'  (p.  85). — ^The  Fathers  of  the  Ilird  century 
who  have  left  behind  them  considerable  remains  in  Greek 
are  but  two, — Clemens  Alex,  and  Origen :  and  there  are 
considerations  attending  the  citations  of  either,  which  greatly 
detract  from  their  value. 

XLI.  The  question  therefore  recurs  with  redoubled  em- 
phasis,— In  favour  of  which  docimient,  or  set  of  documents, 
does  Dr.  Hort  disparage  the  more  considerable  portion  of 
that  early  evidence, — so  much  of  it,  namely,  as  belongs  to 
the  IVth  century,— on  which  the  Church  has  been  hitherto 
accustomed  confidently  to  rely  ?    He  asserts  that, — 

'Almost  all  Greek  Fathers  after  Eusebius  have  texts  so 
deeply  affected  by  mixture  that'  they  'cannot  at  most  count 
for  more  than  so  many  secondary  Greek  uncial  MSS.,  inferior 
in  most  cases  to  the  better  sort  of  secondary  uncial  MSS.  now 
M/i»j.'— (p.  202.) 
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And  thus,  at  a  stroke,  behold,  '  ahnost  all  Greek  Faihers 
after  Eusebius'  —  (who  died  A.D.  340)  —  are  disposed  of! 
washed  overboard !  put  clean  out  of  sight !  Athanasius  and 
Didymus — the  2  Basils  and  the  2  Gregories — the  2  Cyrils 
and  the  2  Theodores  —  Epiphanius  and  Macarius  and 
Ephraem — Clirysostom  and  Severianus  and  Proclus — Nilus 
and  Nonnus — Isidore  of  Pelusium  and  Theodoret :  not  to 
mention  at  least  as  many  more  who  have  left  scanty, 
yet  most  precious,  remains  behind  them: — all  these  are 
pronounced  inferior  in  authority  to  as  many  IXth-  or  Xth- 
century  copies!  .  .  .  We  commend,  in  passing,  the  fore- 
going dictum  of  these  accomplished  Editors  to  the  critical 
judgment  of  all  candid  and  intelligent  Headers.  Not  as 
dated  manuscripts,  therefore,  at  least  equal  in  Antiquity  to 
tlie  oldest  which  we  now  possess : — not  as  the  authentic 
utterances  of  famous  Doctors  and  Fathers  of  the  Church, 
(instead  of  being  the  work  of  unknown  and  irresponsible 
Scribes): — noi  as  sure  witnesses  of  what  was  accounted 
Scriptiire  in  a  known  region,  by  a  fiunoiis  peiSQnage,  at  a 
well-ascertained  period,  (instead  of  coming  to  us,  as  our 
codices  universally  do,  without  a  history  and  without  a 
character) : — in  no  such  light  are  we  henceforth  to  regard 
Patristic  citations  of  Scripture: — but  only  'as  so  many 
secondary  MSS.,  inferior  to  the  letter  sort  of  secondary  unoiais 
naia  existing^ 

XLII.  That  the  Testimony  of  the  Fathers,  in  the  lump, 
must  perforce  in  some  such  way  either  be  ignored  or  else 
flouted,  if  the  Text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  is  to  stand, — 
we  were  perfectly  well  aware.  It  is  simply  fatal  to  them : 
and  they  know  it.  But  we,  were  hardly  prepared  for  such  a 
demonstration  as  this.  Let  it  all  pass  however.  The  ques- 
tion we  propose  is  only  the  following, — If  the  Text '  used  by 
great  Antiochian  theologians  not  long  after  the  middle  of  the 
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IVth  century '  (p.  146)  is  undeserving  of  our  confidence : — 
if  we  are  to  believe  that  a  svstematic  depravation  of  Scrip- 
ture was  universallv  going  on  till  about  the  end  of  the  Ilird 
century ;  and  if  at  that  time,  an  authoritative  and  ddiberate 
recension  of  it— conducted  on  utterly  erroneous  principles — 
took  place  at  Antioch,  and  resulted  in  the  vicious  'tradi- 
tional Constantinopolitan '  (p.  143),  or  (as  Dr.  Hort  prefers 
to  call  it)  the  '  eclectic  Syrian  Text : ' — WTiat  remains  to  ust 
Are  we  henceforth  to  rely  on  our  own  '  inner  consciousness ' 
for  illumination  ?  Or  is  it  seriously  expected  that  for  the 
restoration  of  the  inspired  Verity  we  shall  be  content  to 
surrender  ourselves  blindfold  to  the  ipse  dixit  of  an  unknown 
and  irresponsible  nineteenth-century  guide  ?  If  neither  of 
these  courses  is  expected  of  us,  will  these  Editora  be  so  good 
as  to  give  us  the  names  of  the  documents  on  which,  in  their 
judgment,  we  may  rely  ? 

XLIII.  We  are  not  suffered  to  remain  long  in  a  state 
of  suspense.  The  assurance  awaits  us  (at  p.  150),  that  the 
Vatican  codex, 

*  B — ^is  found  to  hold  a  unique  position.  Its  text  Is  through- 
out Pre-Syrian^  perhaps  purely  Pre-Syrian.  .  .  .  From  distinc- 
tively Western  readings  it  seems  to  be  all  but  entirely  free. 
.  .  .  We  have  not  been  able  to  recognize  as  Alexandrian  any 
readings  of  b  in  any  book  of  the  New  Testament.  ....  So 
that  .  .  •  neither  of  the  early  streams  of  innovation  has  touched 
it  to  any  appreciable  extent.' — (p.  150.) 

*  The  text  of  the  Sinaitic  codex  (m)  '  also  '  seems  to  be  entirely, 
or  all  but  entirely,  Pre-Syrian,  A  very  large  part  of  the 
text  is  in  like  manner  free  from  Western  or  Alexandrian  ele- 
ments.'— (p.  161.) 

*  Every  other  known  Greek  manuscript  has  either  a  mixed  or  a 
Syrian  text.' — (p.  151.) 

Thus  then,  at  last,  at  the  end  of  exactly  150  weary  pages, 
the  secret  comes  out !     The  one  point  which  the  respected 
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Editors  are  found  to  have  been  all  along  driving  at: — the 
one  aim  of  those  many  hazy  disquisitions  of  theirs  about 
'Intrinsic  and  Transcriptional  Probability/ — ' Grenealogical 
evidence,  simple  and  divergent/ — and  '  the  study  of  Groups : ' 
— ^the  one  reason  of  all  their  vague  terminology, — and  of 
their  baseless  theory  of '  Conflation,' — and  of  their  disparage- 
ment of  the  Fathers  : — the  one  raison  d*etre  of  theix  fiction 
of  a  *  Syrian '  and  a  '  Pre-Syrian '  and  a  '  Neutral '  text : — 
the  secret  of  it  all  comes  out  at  last !  A  delightful,  a  truly 
Newtonian  simplicity  characterizes  the  final  announcement. 
All  is  summed  up  in  the  curt  formula — Codex  B ! 

Behold  then  the  altar  at  which  Copies,  Fathers,  Versions, 
are  all  to  be  ruthlessly  sacrificed : — ^the  tribunal  from  which 
there  shall  be  absolutely  no  appeal : — the  Oracle  which  is  to 
silence  every  doubt,  resolve  every  riddle,  smooth  away  every 
difficulty.  All  has  been  stated,  where  the  name  has  been 
pronounced  of — codex  B.  One  is  reminded  of  an  enigmatical 
epitaph  on  the  floor  of  the  Chapel  of  S.  John's  College, 
'  Verhum  non  ampUvs — Fisher  * !  To  codex  B  all  the  Greek 
Fathers  after  Eusebius  must  give  way.  Even  Patristic 
evidence  of  the  ante-Nicene  period  'requires  critical  sifting' 
(p.  202), — must  be  distrusted,  may  be  denied  (pp.  202-5), 
— if  it  shall  be  foimd  to  contradict  Cod.  b!  'b  very  far 
exceeds  all  other  docimients  in  neutrality  of  Text.'— (p.  171.) 

XLIV.  'At  a  long  interval  after  B,  but  hardly  a  less 
interval  before  all  other  MSS.,  stands  k  '  (p.  171). — Such  is 
the  sum  of  the  matter!  ....  A  coarser, — a  clumsier, — a 
more  unscientific, — a  more  sttcpid  expedient  for  settling  the 
true  Text  of  Scripture  was  surely  never  invented  I  Bvi  for  the 
many  foggy,  or  rather  unreadable  disquisitions  with  which 
the  Introdttction  is  encumbered,  "Textual  Criticism  made 
easy,"  might  very  well  have  been  the  title  of  the  little 
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volume  now  under  Review ;  of  wliich  at  last  it  is  discovered 
that  the  general  Infallibility  of  Codex  B  is  the  fundamental 
principle.     Let  us  however  hear  these  learned  men  out. 

XLV.  They  begin  by  offering  us  a  chapter  on  the  '  General 
relations  of  b  and  k  to  other  documents : '  wherein  we  are 
assured  that, — 

*  Ttoo  striking  facts  successively  come  out  with  especial  clear- 
ness. Every  group  containing  both  K  and  b,  is  found  ...  to 
have  an  apparently  more  original  Text  than  every  opposed  group 
containing  neither;  and  every  group  containing  b  .  .  .  is  found 
in  a  large  preponderance  of  cases  ...  to  have  an  apparenUy 
more  original  Text  than  every  opposed  group  containing  k.* — 
(p.  210.) 

'  Is  found ' !  but  pray, — By  whom  ?  And  '  apparently '  I  but 
pray, — To  whmn  ?  and  On  what  grminds  of  Evidence  ?  For 
unless  it  be  on  certain  grounds  of  Evidence,  how  can  it 
be  pretended  that  we  have  before  us  '  two  striking  facts*  ? 

Again,  with  what  show  of  reason  can  it  possibly  be  asserted 
that  these  "  two  striking  facts  "  "  come  out  with  especial  dear- 
ness  "  ?  so  long  as  their  very  existence  remains  in  nuhibus^ — 
has  never  been  established,  and  is  in  fact  emphatically 
denied  ?  Expressions  like  the  foregoing  then  only  begin  to 
be  tolerable  when  it  has  been  made  plain  that  the  Teacher 
has  some  solid  foundation  on  wliich  to  build.  Else,  he 
occasions  nothing  but  impatience  and  displeasure.  Headers 
at  first  are  simply  annoyed  at  being  trifled  with :  presently 
they  grow  restive:  at  last  they  become  clamorous  for 
demonstration,  and  will  accept  of  nothing  less.  Let  us  go 
on  however.    We  are  still  at  p.  210 : — 

*■  We  found  k  and  b  to  stand  alone  in  their  almost  complete 
immunity  from  distinctive  Syriac  readings  ....  and  b  to  stand 
far  above  K  in  its  apparent  freedom  from  either  Western  or 
Alexandrian  readings.' — (p.  210.) 
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But  pray,  gentlemen, —  Where  and  when  did  *  we  find  ' 
either  of  these  two  things  ?  We  have  *  found '  nothing  of 
the  sort  hitherto.  The  Eeviewer  is  disposed  to  reproduce 
the  Duke  of  Wellington's  courteous  reply  to  the  Prince 
Eegent,  when  the  latter  claimed  the  arrangements  which 
resulted  in  the  victory  of  Waterloo : — *  /  have  heard  your 
Boyal  HighTiess  say  so'  ....  At  the  end  of  a  few  pages, 

'  Having  found  K  b  the  constant  element  in  groups  of  every 
size,  distinguished  hy  internal  excellence  of  readings,  we  found 
no  less  excellence  in  the  readings  in  which  they  concur  with- 
out other  attestations  of  Greek  MSS.,  or  even  of  Versions  or 
Fathers.'— (p.  219.) 

What !  again  ?  Why,  we  '  have  found  *  nothing  as  yet  but 
Eeiteration.  Up  to  this  point  we  have  not  been  favoured 
with  one  particle  of  Evidence !  ...  In  the  meantime,  the 
convictions  of  these  accomplished  Critics, — (but  not,  unfortu- 
nately, those  of  their  Readers,) — are  observed  to  strengthen 
as  they  proceed.     On  reaching  p.  224,  we  are  assured  that, 

'  The  independence  [of  b  and  k]  can  be  carried  back  so  far/ — 
(not  a  hint  is  given  how,) — '  that  their  concordant  testimony  may 
be  treated  as  equivalent  to  that  of  a  MS.  older  than  k  and  b 
themselves  by  at  least  two  centuries, — frohahly  by  a  generation 
or  two  more.' 

How  thut  'independence'  was  established,  and  how  this 
'  probability '  has  been  arrived  at,  we  cannot  even  imagine. 
The  point  to  be  attended  to  however,  is,  that  by  the  process 
indicated,  some  such  early  epoch  as  A.D.  100  has  been  reached. 
So  that  now  we  are  not  surprised  to  hear  that, 

*  The  respective  ancestries  of  m  and  b  must  have  diverged 
from  a  common  parent  extremely  near  the  Apostolic  autographs,* — 
(p.  220.     See  top  of  p.  221.) 

Or  that, — '  The  close  approach  to  the  time  of  the  autographs  raises 
the  presumption  of  purity  to  an  unusual  strength.' — (p.  224.)* 
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And  lo,  before  we  turn  the  leaf,  this  *  presumption '  is 
found  to  have  ripened  into  certainty : — 

'  This  general  immunity  from  substantive  error  ....  in  the 
common  original  of  K  b,  in  conjunction  with  its  very  high 
antiquity,  provides  in  a  multitude  of  cases  a  safe  criierian  of 
genuinenesSj  not  to  he  distrusted  except  on  very  clear  internal 
evidence.  Accordingly  ...  it  is  our  belief,  (1)  That  Beadings 
of  K  B  should  he  cuicepted  <u  the  true  Beadings  until  strong  internal 
evidence  is  found  to  the  contrary ;  and  (2),  That  no  Readings 
o/*  K  B  can  he  safely  rejected  absolutely.* — (p.  225.) 

XLVI.  And  thus,  by  an  unscrupulous  use  of  the  process 
of  Reiteration,  accompanied  by  a  boundless  exercise  of  the 
Imaginative  faculty,  we  have  reached  the  goal  to  which  all 
that  went  before  has  been  steadily  tending :  viz.  the  absolute 
supremacy  of  codices  B  and  k  above  all  other  codices, — and, 
when  they  differ,  then  of  codex  B. 

And  yet,  the  *  immunity  from  substantive  error '  of  a  lost 
Codex  of  imaginary  date  and  unknown  history,  cannot  but 
be  a  pure  imagination, — (a  mistaken  one,  as  we  shall 
presently  show,) — of  these  respected  Critics:  while  their 
proposed  practical  inference  from  it, — (viz.  to  regard  two 
remote  and  confessedly  depraved  Copies  of  that  original,  as 
'  a  safe  criterion  of  genuineness/) — ^this,  at  all  events,  is  the 
reverse  of  logical.  In  the  meantime,  the  presumed  proximity 
of  the  Text  of  k  and  B  to  the  Apostolic  age  is  henceforth  dis- 
coursed of  as  if  it  were  no  longer  matticr  of  conjecture : — 

*  The  ancestries  of  both  MSS.  having  stalled  from  a  common 
source  not  much  later  than  the  Autographs,*  Ac. — (p.  247.) 

And  again : — 

*  Near  as  the  divergence  of  the  respective  ancestries  of  b  and  m 
must  have  been  to  the  Autographs/  &c, — (p.  273.) 
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Until  at  last,  we  find  it  announced  as  a  '  moral  certainty : ' — 

'  It  is  morally  certain  that  the  ancestries  of  b  and  K  diverged 
from  a  point  near  the  Autographs,  and  never  came  into  contact 

subsequently.' — (Text,  p.  556.) 

After  which,  of  course,  we  have  no  right  to  complain  if  we 
are  assured  that : — 

'  The  fullest  comparison  does  but  increase  the  conviction  that 
their  pre-eminent  relative  purity  is  approximately  absolute, — a 
true  approxijnat^  reproduction  of  the  Text  of  the  Autographs,' — 
(p,  296.) 

XLVII.  But  how  does  it  happen — (we  must  needs  repeat 
the  enquiry,  which  however  we  make  with  unfeigned 
astonishment,) — How  does  it  come  to  pass  that  a  man  of 
practised  intellect,  addressing  persons  as  cultivated  and  per- 
haps as  acute  as  himself,  can  handle  a  confessedly  obscure 
problem  like  the  present  after  this  strangely  incoherent,  this 
foolish  and  wholly  inconclusive  fashion  ?  One  would  have 
supposed  that  Dr.  Hort*s  mathematical  training  would  have 
made  him  an  exact  reasoner.  But  he  writes  as  if  he  had  no 
idea  at  all  of  the  nature  of  demonstration,  and  of  the  process 
necessary  in  order  to  carry  conviction  home  to  a  Reader's 
mind.  Surely,  (one  tells  oneself,)  a  minimum  of  *  pass '  Logic 
would  have  effectually  protected  so  accomplished  a  gentle- 
man from  making  such  a  damaging  exhibition  of  himself! 
For  surely  he  must  be  aware  that,  as  yet,  he  has  produced 
not  one  particle  of  evidence  that  his  opinion  concerning  B  and  k 
is  well  founded.  And  yet,  how  can  he  possibly  overlook  the 
circumstance  that,  unless  he  is  able  to  demanstraie  that 
those  two  codices,  and  especially  the  former  of  them,  has 
'  preserved  not  only  a  very  ancient  Text,  but  a  very  pure  line 
of  ancient  Text '  also  (p.  251),  his  entire  work,  (inasmuch  as  it 
reposes  on  that  one  assumption,)  on  being  critically  handled, 
crumbles  to  its  base ;  or  rather  melts  into  thin  air  before  the 
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first  puff  of  wind  ?  He  cannot,  surely,  require  telling  that 
those  who  look  for  Demonstration  will  refuse  to  put  up  with 
Ehetoric: — that,  with  no  thoughtful  person  will  Assertion 
pass  for  Argument: — nor  mere  Reiteration,  however  long 
persevered  in,  ever  be  mistaken  for  accumulated  Proof. 

"When  I  am  taking  a  ride  with  Eouser," — (quietly  re- 
marked Professor  Saville  to  Bodley  Coxe,) — "  I  obser\'e  that, 
if  I  ever  demur  to  any  of  his  views,  Rouser's  practice  always 
is,  to  repeat  the  same  thing  over  again  in  the  same  words, — 
only  in  a  louder  tone  of  voiee  "...  The  delicate  rhetorical 
device  thus  indicated  proves  to  be  not  peculiar  to  Professors 
of  the  University  of  Oxford ;  but  to  be  familiarly  recognized 
as  an  instrument  of  conviction  by  the  learned  men  who  dwell 
on  the  banks  of  the  Cam.  To  be  serious  however. — Dr.  Hort 
has  evidently  failed  to  see  that  nothing  short  of  a  careful 
induction  of  particular  instances, — a  system  of  laborious 
footnotes,  or  an  '  Appendix '  bristling  with  impregnable  facts, 
—could  sustain  the  portentous  weight  of  his  fundamental 
position,  viz.  that  Codex  b  is  so  exceptionally  pure  a  docu- 
ment as  to  deserve  to  be  taken  as  a  chief  guide  in  deter- 
mining the  Truth  of  Scripture. 

It  is  related  of  the  illustrious  architect,  Sir  Gilbert  Scott, 
— when  he  had  to  rebuild  the  massive  central  tower  of  a 
southern  Cathedral,  and  to  rear  up  thereon  a  lofty  spire  of 
stone, — that  he  made  preparations  for  the  work  which 
astonished  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  the  day.  He  caused 
the  entire  area  to  be  excavated  to  what  seemed  a  most 
unnecessary  depth,  and  proceeded  to  lay  a  bed  of  concrete  of 
fabulous  solidity.  The  '  wise  master-builder '  was  determuied 
that  his  work  should  last  for  ever.  Not  so  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort.  They  are  either  troubled  with  no  similar  anxieties, 
or  else  too  clear-sighted  to  cherish  any  similar  hope.  They 
are  evidently  of  opinion  that  a  cloud  or  a  quagmire  will  serve 
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their  turn  every  bit  as  well  as  granite  or  Portland-stone. 
Dr.  Hort  (as  we  have  seen  already,  namely  in  p.  252,) 
considers  that  his  individual  'strong  preference'  of  one 
set  of  Readings  above  another,  is  sufiScient  to  determine 
whether  the  Manuscript  which  contains  those  Headings  is 
pure  or  the  contrary.  *  Formidcbble  arrays  of  [hostile]  Docu- 
mentary evidcTice*  he  disregards  and  sets  at  defiance,  when 
once  his  own  ^fullest  co7isiderati(m  of  Internal  EvideTice '  has 
'  pronounced  certain  Readings  to  be  right '  [p.  61]. 

The  only  indication  we  anywhere  meet  with  of  the  actual 
ground  of  Dr.  Hort's  certainty,  and  reason  of  his  preference, 
is  contained  in  his  claim  that, — 

'  Every  binary  group  [of  MSS.]  containing  b  is  found  to  offer 
a  large  proportion  of  Readings,  which,  on  the  closest  scrutiny, 
have  THE  RING  OF  GENUINENESS :  while  it  is  difficult  to  find  any 
Readings  so  attested  which  look  suspicious  after  full  considera- 
tion/— (p.  227.    Also  vol.  i.  657 — where  the  dictum  is  repeated.) 

XLVIII.  And  thus  we  have,  at  last,  an  honest  confession 
of  the  ultimate  principle  which  has  determined  the  Text  of 
the  present  edition  of  the  N.  T.  *  The  ring  of  genuineness '  I 
This  it  must  be  which  was  referred  to  when  'instinctive 
processes  of  Criticism '  were  vaunted ;  and  the  candid  avowal 
made  that  *  the  experience  which  is  their  foundation  needs 
perpetual  correction  and  recorrection.'^ 

'  We  are  obliged '  (say  these  accomplished  writers)  '  to  come  to 
the  individual  mind  at  IcMtJ^ 

And  thus,  behold, '  at  last '  we  have  reached  the  goal !  .  .  . 
Individiial  idiosyncrasy, — not  external  Evidence : — Readings 
*  strongly  preferred,' — n^t  Readings  strongly  attested : — '  per- 
sonal discernment'  (self!  still  self!)  coTisdentumsly  exercising 


*  Preface  to  the  *  limited  and  private  issue '  of  1870,  p.  xviii. :  reprinted 
in  the  Introduction  (1881),  p.  6G.  *  Ibid, 
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itsdf  upon  Codex  B; — this  is  a  true  account  of  the  Critical 
method  pursued  by  these  accomplished  Scholars.  They 
deliberately  claim  'personal  discemTnent'  as  'the  surest 
ground  for  confidence/^  Accordingly,  they  judge  of  Readings 
by  tlieir  looks  and  by  their  sound.  When,  in  their  opinion, 
words  *  look  suspicious,'  words  are  to  be  rejected.  If  a  word 
has  *  the  ring  of  genuineness,' — (i.e.  if  it  seems  to  them  to  have 
it,) — they  claim  that  the  word  shall  pass  unchallenged. 

XLIX.  But  it  must  be  obvious  that  such  a  method  is 
wholly  inadmissible.  It  practically  dispenses  with  Critical 
aids  altogether ;  substituting  individual  caprice  for  external 
guidance.  It  can  lead  to  no  tangible  result:  for  Readings 
which  *  look  suspicious '  to  one  expert,  may  easily  not '  look ' 
so  to  another.  A  man's  *  inner  consciousness  '  cannot  possibly 
furnish  trustworthy  guidance  in  this  subject  matter.  Justly 
does  Bp.  EUicott  ridicule  '  the  easy  method  of  ...  .  u>sing  a 
favourite  Manuscript,*  combined  with  '  some  supposed  pmver  of 
divining  the  Original  Text ; '' — unconscious  apparently  that  he 
is  thereby  aiming  a  cruel  blow  at  certain  of  his  friends. 

As  for  the  proposed  test  of  Truth, — (the  enquiry,  namely, 
whether  or  no  a  reading  has  *  the  ring  of  genuineness ') — it  is 
founded  on  a  transparent  mistake.  The  coarse  operation 
alluded  to  may  be  described  as  a  'rough  and  ready' 
expedient  practised  by  receivers  of  money  in  the  way  of  self- 
defence,  and  OTdy  for  tlieir  own  protection,  lest  base  metal 
should  be  palmed  off  upon  them  unawares.  But  Dr.  Hort 
is  proposing  an  analogous  test  for  the  exclusive  satisfaction 
of  him  who  utters  the  suspected  article.  We  therefore  dis- 
allow the  proposal  entirely:  not,  of  course,  because  we 
suppose  that  so  excellent  and  honourable  a  man  as  Dr.  Hort 


»  P.  65  (§  84).     In  the  Table  of  Contents  (p.  xi.),  'Personal  instincU* 
are  substituted  for  *  Personal  discernment.^ 
^  The  Uevisers  and  the  Greek  Text, — p.  19. 
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would  attempt  to  pass  off  as  genuine  what  he  suspects  to 
be  fabricated;  but  because  we  are  fully  convinced — (for 
reasons  *  plenty  as  blackberries  ')^that  through  some  natural 
defect,  or  constitutional  inaptitude,  he  is  not  a  competent 
judge.  The  man  who  finds  *  no  marks  of  either  Critical  or 
Spiritual  iiisiyht '  (p.  135)  in  the  only  Greek  Text  which  was 
known  to  scholars  till  a.d.  1831, — (although  he  confesses 
that  '  the  text  of  Chrysostom  and  other  Syrian  Fathers  of 
the  IVth  century  is  substantially  identical  with  it '  ^) ;  and 
vaunts  in  preference  *  the  hold  vigour '  and  '  refined  scholar- 
ship' which  is  exclusively  met  with  in  certain  depraved 
uncials  of  the  same  or  later  date : — the  man  who  thinks  it  not 
unlikely  that  the  incident  of  the  piercing  of  our  Saviour's 
side  (aXXo9  he  \a/3(ov  \6yxnv  >^-  ''■•  ^0  was  actually  found  in 
the  genuine  Text  of  S.  Matt.  xx\ii.  49,  as  well  as  in  S.  John 
xix.  34 : 2 — the  man  who  is  of  opinion  that  the  incident  of 
the  Woman  taken  in  Adultery  (filling  12  verses),  *  presents 
serious  differences  from  the  diction  of  S.  John's  Gospel,' — 
treats  it  as  '  an  insertion  in  a  comparatively  late  Western 
text '  ^  and  declines  to  retain  it  even  within  brackets,  on  the 
ground  that  it  'would  fatally  interrupt'  the  course  of  the 
narrative  if  suffered  to  stand : — the  man  who  can  deliberately 
separate  off  from  the  end  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel,  and  print 
separately,  S.  Mark's  last  12  verses,  (on  the  plea  that  they 
'manifestly  cannot  claim  any  apostolic  authority;  but  are 
doubtless  founded  on  some  tradition  of  the  Apostolic  age ;'  *) — 
yet  who  straightway  proceeds  to  annex,  05  an  alternative 
Conclusion  (aWo)?),  *  the  wretched  supplement  derived  from 
codex  L : '  * — the  man  (lastly)  who,  in  defiance  of  *  solid  reason 
and  pure  taste,'  finds  music  in  the  *  utterly  marred '  '  rhyth- 
mical arrangement '  of  the  Angels'  Hymn  on  the  night  of  the 


'  Introduction, — p.  xiii.  '  Notes,  p.  22.  *  Notes,  p.  88. 

*  Notes, — \),  51.  *  Scrivener's  Plain  Introduction, — \i\\  507-8. 
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Nativity  •} — such  an  one  is  not  entitled  to  a  hearing  when 
he  talks  about  *  the  riiig  of  genuineness'  He  has  already 
effectually  put  himself  out  of  Court.  He  has  convicted 
himself  of  a  natural  infirmity  of  judgment, — has  given  proof 
that  he  labours  under  a  peculiar  Critical  inaptitude  for  this 
department  of  enquiry, — which  renders  his  decrees  nugatory, 
and  his  opinions  worthless. 

L.  But  apart  from  all  this,  the  Reader's  attention  is  invited 
to  a  little  circumstance  which  Dr.  Hort  has  unaccountably 
overlooked:  but  which,  the  instant  it  has  been  stated,  is 
observed  to  cause  his  picturesque  theory  to  melt  away — ^like 
a  snow-wreath  in  the  sunshine. 

On  reflexion,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  most  signal 
deformities  of  codices  B  n  D  L  are  instances  of  Omission.  In 
the  Gospels  alone,  b  omits  2877  words. 

How, — (we  beg  to  enquire,) — How  will  you  apply  your 
proposed  test  to  a  Non-entity  ?  How  will  you  ascertain 
whether  something  which  does  not  exist  in  the  Text  has  '  tlie 
ring  of  genuineness*  or  not?  Tliere  can  be  no  'ring  of 
genuineness,'  clearly,  where  there  is  nothing  to  ring  with! 
Will  any  one  pretend  that  the  omission  of  the  incident  of  the 
troubling  of  the  pool  has  in  it  any  *  ring  of  genuineness  '  ? — 
or  dare  to  assert  that  '  the  ring  of  genuineness '  is  imparted 
to  the  history  of  our  Saviour's  Passion,  by  the  omission  of 
His  Agony  in  the  Garden  ? — or  that  the  narrative  of  His 
Cnicifixion  becomes  more  musical,  when  our  Lord's  Pi*ayer 
for  His  murderers  has  been  omitted  ? — or  that  i(f}o/3ovvTo  yap 
('  for  they  were  afraid '),  has  *  the  ring  of  genuineness '  as  the 
conclusion  of  the  last  chapter  of  the  Gospel  according  to 
S.  Mark  ? 

But  the  strangest  circumstance  is  behmd.     It  is  notorious 


^  SiTiveuer's  *  iTiiroduciion;  pp.  513-4. 
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that,  on  the  contrary,  Dr.  Hort  is  frequently  constrained 
to  admit  that  the  omitted  words  actually  have  'the  ring  of 
genuineness/  The  words  which  he  insists  on  thrusting  out 
of  the  Text  are  often  conspicuous  for  the  very  quality  which 
(by  the  hypothesis)  was  the  warrant  for  their  exclusion.  Of 
this,  the  Reader  may  convince  himself  by  referring  to  the 
note  at  foot  of  the  present  page.^     In  the  meantime,  the 


*  In  S.  Matth.  i.  25, — the  omission  of  *  her  first-horn:^ — in  vl.  13,  the 
omiHsion  of  the  Doxology : — in  xii.  47,  the  omission  of  the  whole  verse : — 
in  xvi.  2,  3,  the  omission  of  our  Lord's  memorable  words  concerning  the 
sights  of  the  weather : — in  xvli.  21,  the  omission  of  the  mysterious  state- 
ment, '  But  this  kind  goeth  not  out  save  by  praytr  and  fasting :  * — in  xviii. 
11,  tlio  omission  of  the  precious  words  *  For  the  Son  qf  man  came  to  save 
that  which  was  lost* 

In  S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20,  the  omission  of  the  *  last  Twelve  Ver8eSy—{*  the 
contents  of  which  are  not  such  as  could  have  been  invented  by  any  scribe 
or  editor  of  the  Gospel,* — W.  and  H.  p.  57).  All  admit  that  €<l>ofiovpTo 
yap  is  an  impossible  ending. 

In  S.  Luke  vi.  1,  the  suppression  of  the  unique  d€vr€poirpw^ ;  ('  the 
very  obscurity  of  the  expression  attesting  strongly  to  its  genuineness,' — 
Scrivener,  p.  516,  and  so  W.  and  H.  p.  58): — ^ix.  54-56,  the  omitted 
rebuke  to  the  ^disciples  James  and  John:* — in  x.  41,  42,  the  omitted 
words  concerning  Martha  and  Mary : — in  xxii.  43, 44,  the  omission  of  the 
Agony  in  the  Garden, — (which  nevertheless,  '  it  would  be  impossible  to 
regard  as  a  product  of  the  inventiveness  of  scribes,* — W.  and  H.  p.  67) : — 
in  xxiii.  17,  a  memorable  clause  omitted : — in  xxilL  34,  the  omission  of 
our  Lord's  jrrayer  for  His  mwrcferer«,— (concerning  which  Westcott  and 
Hort  remark  that  *few  verses  of  the  QonpeU  bear  in  themselves  a  surer 
witness  to  tJte  truth  of  what  they  record  than  this* — p.  68) : — in  xxiii.  38, 
the  statement  that  the  Inscription  on  the  Gross  was '  in  letters  of  Oreek,  and 
Latin,  and  Hebrew :  * — in  xxiv.  12,  the  visit  of  S.  Peter  to  the  Sepulclire, 
Bisliop  Lightfoot  remarks  concerning  S.  Luke  ix.  56 :  xxii.  43,  44 :  and 
xxiii.  34, — *  Jt  seems  impossible  to  believe  that  these  incidents  are  other 
than  authentic^ — (p.  28.) 

In  S.  John  iii.  13,  the  solemn  clause  *  which  is  in  heaven:* — in  v.  3,  4, 
the  omitted  incident  of  the  troubling  of  the  pool : — in  vii.  53  to  viii.  11, 
the  narrative  concerning  the  woman  taken  in  adultery  omitted,— concern- 
ing which  Drs.  W.  and  H.  remark  that  *  the  argument  which  hcu  always 
told  rwst  in  its  favour  in  modern  times  is  its  own  internal  ehararter.  The 
story  itself  has  justly  seenieil  to  vouch  for  its  own  substantial  trtUh,  and 
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matter  discoursed  of  may  be  conveniently  illustrated  by  a 
short  apologue : — 

Somewhere  in  the  fens  of  Ely  diocese,  stood  a  crazy  old 
church  (dedicated  to  S.  Bee,  of  course,)  the  bells  of  which — 
according  to  a  learned  Cambridge  Doctor — were  the  most 
musical  in  the  world.*  "  I  have  listened  to  those  bells,"  (he 
was  accustomed  to  say,)  "  for  30  years.  All  other  bells  are 
cracked,  harsh,  out  of  tune.  Commend  me,  for  music,  to  the 
bells  of  S.  Bee's !  They  alone  have  tlie  ring  of  genuineness" 
....  Accordingly,  he  published  a  treatise  on  Campanology, 
founding  his  theory  on  the  musical  properties  of  the  bells  of 
S.  Bee's. — At  this  juncture,  provokingly  enough,  some  one 
directed  attention  to  the  singular  fact  that  S.  Bee's  is  one 
of  the  few  churches  in  that  district  witJwut  bells :  a  discovery 
wliich,  it  is  needless  to  add,  pressed  inconveniently  on  the 
learned  Doctor's  theory. 

LI.  But  enough  of  this.  "We  really  have  at  last,  (be  it 
observed,)  reached  the  end  of  our  enquiry.  Nothing  comes 
after  Dr.  Hort's  extravagant  and  unsupported  estimate  of 
Codices  B  and  «.  On  the  contrary.  Those  two  documents 
are  caused  to  cast  their  sombre  shadows  a  long  way  ahead, 
and  to  darken  all  our  future.  Dr.  Hort  takes  leave  of  the 
subject  with  the  announcement  that,  whatever  uncertainty 
may  attach  to  the  e\ddence  for  particular  readings, 

*  The  general  course  of  future  Criticism  must  he  shaped  by  the 
happy  circumstance  that  the  fourth  century  has  bequeathed  to  us  ttoo 
MSS,  [b  and  k],  of  which  even  the  less  incorrupt  [«]  must  have 
been  of  exceptional  purity  among  its  contemporaries:  and 
which  rise  into  greater  pre-eminence  of  character  the  better 
the  early  history  of  the  Text  becomes  known.*— (p.  287.) 


the  words  in  which  it  is  clothed  to  harmonize  with  those  of  other  Gospel 
narratives ' — (p.  87).  Bishop  Lightfoot  remarks  that  *  the  narratii^  bmra 
on  its/ace  the  hi^/hesi  credcutkth  of  authtntic  history  ' — (p.  28). 
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In  other  worils,  our  guide  assures  us  that  in  a  dutiful  sub- 
mission to  codices  B  and  h, — (which,  he  naively  remarks, 
*  happen  likeioise  to  he  the  oldest  extant  Greek  MSS.  of  the  New 
Testament'  [p.  212],) — lies  all  our  hope  of  future  progress. 
(Just  as  if  we  should  ever  have  heard  of  these  two  codices, 
had  their  contents  come  down  to  us  written  in  the  ordinary 
cui*sive  character, — in  a  dated  MS.  (suppose)  of  the  XVth 
century!)  .  .  .  Moreover,  Dr.  Hort  'must  not  hesitate  to 
express '  his  own  robust  conviction, 

*  That  no  trustworthy  improvement  can  be  effected,  except  in 
accordance  with  the  leading  Principles  of  method  which  we  have 
endeavoured  to  explain  J  —  (jp,  285.) 

LII.  And  this  is  the  end  of  the  matter.  Behold  our  fate 
therefore : — (1)  Codices  B  and  j<,  with — (2)  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort's  Introdtwtian  and  Notes  on  Select  Readings  in 
vindication  of  their  contents!  It  is  proposed  to  shut  us 
up  witliin  those  limits !  ...  An  imeasy  suspicion  however 
secretly  suggests  itself  that  perhaps,  as  the  years  roll  out, 
something  may  come  to  light  which  will  effectually  dispel 
every  dream  of  the  new  School,  and  reduce  even  prejudice 
itself  to  silence.     So  Dr.  Hort  hastens  to  frown  it  down : — 

'  It  would  be  an  illusion  to  anticipate  important  changes  of 
Text  [i.e.  of  the  Text  advocated  by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hoit] 
from  any  acquisition  of  new  Evidence.^ — (p.  285.) 

And  yet,  why  the  anticipation  of  important  hielp  from  the 
acquisition  of  fresh  documentary  Evidence  'would  be  an 
illusion,' — does  not  appear.  Tliat  the  recovery  of  certain  of 
the  exegetical  works  of  Origen, — ^better  still,  of  Tatian's 
Diatessaron, — best  of  all,  of  a  couple  of  MSS.  of  the  date  of 
Codices  b  and  «;  but  not,  (like  those  two  corrupt  docu- 
ments) derived  from  one  and  the  same  depraved  archetype ; — 
That  any  such  windfall,  (and  it  will  come,  some  of  these 
days,)   would   infallibly   disturb  Drs.  Westcott  and   Hort's 


314  WESTCOTT  AND  HORTS  THEORY  [Abt. 

equanimity,  as  well  as  scatter  to  the  winds  not  a  few  of  their 
most  confident  conclusions, — we  are  well  aware.  So  indeed 
are  tliey.  Hence,  what  those  Critics  earnestly  deprecate,  we 
as  earnestly  desire.  We  are  therefore  by  no  means  inclined 
to  admit,  that 

« 

*  Greater  possibilities  of  improvement  lie  in  a  more,  exact 
study  of  the  relations  between  the  documents  that  we  already 
possess  ;  * — {Ihid.) 

knowing  well  that  *  the  documents '  referred  to  are  chiefly,  (if 
not  solely,)  Codices  B  and  k  :  knowing  also,  that  it  is  further 
meant,  that  in  estimating  other  evidence,  of  whatever  kind, 
the  only  thing  to  be  enquired  after  is  whether  or  no  the 
attesting  document  is  generally  in  agreement  with  codex  B. 

For,  according  to  these  writers, — tide  what  tide, — codex  b 
is  to  be  the  standard :  itself  not  absolutely  reciuiring  confir- 
mation from  any  extraneous  quarter.  Dr.  Hort  asserts,  (but 
it  is,  as  usual,  mere  assertion,)  that. 

*  Even  when  b  stands  quite  alone^  its  readings  must  never  be 
lightly  rejected.' — (p.  557.) 

And  yet, —  Why  a  reading  found  only  in  codex  B  shoidd 
experience  greater  indulgence  than  another  reading  found 
only  in  codex  A,  we  entirely  fail  to  see. 

On  the  other  hand,  ^an  unique  criterion  is  supplied  by  the 
concord  of  the  independent  attestation  of  b  and  K.* — (^Notes, 
p.  46.) 

But  pray,  how  does  that  appear  ?  Since  B  and  K  are  de- 
rived from  one  and  the  same  original — Why  should  not  *  the 
concord'  spoken  of  be  rather  'a7i  unique  criterion^  of  the 
tUter  depravity  of  the  archetype  ? 

LIII.  To  conclude.  We  liave  already  listened  to  Dr.  Hort 
long  enough.     And   now,  since  confessedly,  a  cliain  is  no 
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stronger  than  it  is  at  its  weakest  link ;  nor  an  edifice  more 
secure  than  the  basis  whereon  it  stands ; — ^we  must  be  allowed 
to  point  out  that  we  have  been  dealing  throughout  with  a 
dream,  pure  and  simple ;  from  which  it  is  high  time  that  we 
should  wake  up,  now  that  we  have  been  plainly  shown  on 
what  an  unsubstantial  foundation  these  Editors  have  been  all 
along  building.  A  child's  house,  several  stories  high,  con- 
structed out  of  playing-cards, — is  no  unapt  image  of  the 
frail  erection  before  us.  We  began  by  carefully  lifting  off 
the  topmost  story ;  and  then,  the  next :  but  we  might  as  well 
have  saved  ourselves  the  trouble.  The  basement-story  has 
to  be  removed  bodily,  which  must  bring  the  whole  edifice 
down  with  a  rush.  In  reply  to  the  fantastic  tissue  of  un- 
proved assertions  which  go  before,  we  assert  as  follows  : — 

(1)  The  impurity  of  the  Texts  exhibited  by  Codices  B  and 
K  is  not  a  matter  of  opinion,  but  a  matter  of  fact.^    These  are 


'  To  some  extent,  even  the  unlearned  Reader  may  easily  convince  him- 
self of  this,  by  examining  the  rejected  '  alternative  *  Readings  in  the  margin 
of  the  *  Revised  Version.*  The  *  Many  *  and  the  *  Some  ancient  authorities,' 
there  spoken  of,  almost  invariably  include — sometimes  denote — codd. 
B  K,  one  or  both  of  them.  These  constitute  the  merest  fraction  of  the 
entire  amount  of  corrupt  readings  exhibited  by  b  K ;  but  they  will  give 
English  readers  some  notion  of  the  problem  just  now  under  consideration. 

Besides  the  details  already  supplied  [see  above,  pages  16  and  17 : — 30 
and  31 :— 46  and  47 :— 75 :— 249 :— 262 :— 289 :— 316  to  319]  concerning  b 
and  K , — (the  result  of  laborious  collation,) — some  particulars  shall  now  be 
added.  The  piercing  of  our  Saviour's  side,  thrust  in  after  Matt,  xxvii. 
49 : — the  eclipse  of  the  sun  when  the  moon  was  full,  in  Lu.  xxiii.  45  : — 
tlio  monstrous  figment  concerning  Herod's  daughter,  thrust  into  Mk. 
vi.  22 ; — the  precious  clauses  omitted  in  Matt.  i.  25  and  xviii.  11 : — in 
Lu.  ix.  54-6,  and  in  Jo.  iii.  13: — the  wretched  glosses  in  Lu.  vi.  48: 
x.  42 :  XV.  21 :  Jo.  x.  14  and  Mk.  vi.  20 : — the  substitution  of  oiyoy  (for 
o^i)  in  Matt  xxvii.  34, — of  ecoy  (for  vios:)  in  Jo.  i.  18, — of  av$po»nov  (for 
ecov)  in  ix.  35, — ol  ov  (for  y)  in  U<:»m.  iv.  8 : — the  geograpliical  blunder  in 
Mk.  vii.  31 :  in  Lu.  iv.  44  :— the  omistdon  in  Matt.  xii.  47, — and  of  two 
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two  of  the  least  trustworthy  documents  in  existence.  So  far 
from  allowing  Dr.  Hort's  position  that — *  A  Text  formed  '  by 
*  taking  Codex  B  as  the  sole  authority/  '  would  be  incom- 
parably nearer  the  Truth  than  a  Text  similarly  taken  from 
any  other  Greek  or  other  single  document'  (p.  251), — we 
venture  to  assert  that  it  would  be,  on  the  contrary,  hy  far 
tJie  foulest  Text  that  had  ever  seen  the  light :  worse,  that  is 
to  say,  even  than  the  Text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort.  And 
that  is  saying  a  great  deal.     In  the  brave  and  faithful  words 


important  verses  in  Matt.  xvi.  2,  3 : — of  i8ia  in  Acts  i.  19 : — of  €y€ipai  <cai 
in  ill.  6  ; — and  of  detrr<po7rpa>ra>  in  Lu.  vi.  1 : — the  two  spurious  clauses 
in  Mk.  iii.  14,  16 : — tlie  obvious  blunders  in  Jo.  ix.  4  and  11 : — in  Acts 
xii.  25 — besides  the  impossible  reading  in  1  Cor.  xiii.  3, — make  up  a 
heavy  indictment  against  b  and  K  jointly — which  are  here  found  in 
company  with  just  a  very  few  disreputable  allies.  Add,  the  plain  error  at 
Lu.  ii.  14 : — the  gloss  at  Mk.  v.  30 : — the  mere  fabrication  at  Matt.  xix. 
17 : — the  omissions  at  Matt.  vi.  13  :  Jo.  v.  3,  4. 

B  (in  company  with  others,  but  apart  from  K)  by  exhibiting  fiaimauv- 
Tfs  in  Matt,  xxviii.  19 : — wSc  rap  in  Mk.  ix.  1 : — *  seventy-<?w,*  in  Lu.  x. 
1 : — the  blunder  in  Lu.  xvi.  12  : — and  the  grievous  omissions  in  Lu.  xxii. 
43,  44  (Christ's  Agony  in  the  Grarden), — and  xxiii.  34  (His  prayer  for  His 
murderers), — enjoys  unenviable  distinction. — b,  singly,  is  remarkable  for 
an  obvious  blunder  in  Matt.  xxi.  31 : — Lu.  xxi.  24  : — Jo.  xviii.  5  : — Acts 
X.  19 — and  xvii.  28 : — ^xxvii.  37 ; — not  to  mention  the  insertion  of 
Mofifvov  in  Jo.  vii.  39. 

K  (in  company  with  others,  but  apart  from  b)  is  conspicuous  for  its 
sorry  inter|x)lation  of  Matt.  viii.  13 : — its  substitution  of  ccrriv  (for  171;)  in 
8.  John  i.  4  :-^its  geographical  blunder  in  S.  Luke  xxiv.  13 : — its  tex- 
tual blunder  at  1  Pet.  i.  23. —  ^c,  singly,  is  remarkable  for  its  sorry  para- 
phrase in  Jo.  ii.  3 : — its  addition  to  i.  34  : — its  omissions  in  Matt,  xxiii. 
35  : — Mk.  i.  1 : — Jo.  ix.  38 : — its  insertion  of  Ucraiov  in  Matt.  xiii.  35 : — 
its  geographical  blunders  in  Mk.  i.  28  : — Lu.  i.  26  : — Acts  viii.  5 : — besides 
the  blunders  in  Jo.  vi.  51 — and  xiii.  10 ; — 1  Tim.  iii.  16 : — Acts  xxv.  13 : — 
and  the  clearly  fabricated  narrative  of  Jo.  xiii.  24.  Add  the  fabricated 
text  at  Mk.  xiv.  30,  68,  72 ;  of  which  the  object  was  *  so  far  to  assimilate 
the  narrative  of  Peter's  denials  with  those  of  the  other  Evangelists,  as 
to  suppress  the  fact,  vouched  for  by  S.  Mark  only,  that  the  cock  crowed 
twice.' 
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of  Prebendary  Scrivener  (IntrodiLction,  p.  453), — words  which 
deserve  to  become  famous, — 

*  It  is  no  less  true  to  fact  than  paradoxical  in  sound,  that  the 
worst  corruptions  to  which  the  Now  Testament  has  ever  been 
subjected,  originated  within  a  hundred  years  after  it  was  com- 
posed: that  Irenrous  [a.d.  150],  and  the  African  Fathers,  and 
the  whole  Western,  with  a  portion  of  the  Syrian  Church,  used 
far  inferior  manuscripts  to  those  employed  by  Stunica,  or 
Erasmus,  or  Stephens  thirteen  centuries  later,  when  moulding 
the  Textus  Receptus.* 

And  Codices   B   and   K  are,  demonstrably,  nothing  else  but 
specimejis  of  the  depraved  class  thiis  characterized. 

Next — (2),  "We  assert  that,  so  manifest  are  the  disfigure- 
ments jointly  and  exdtmvdy  exhibited  by  codices  B  and  k,^ 


*  Characteristic,  and  fatal  beyond  anything  that  can  be  named  are,  (1) 
The  exclusive  omission  by  b  and  N  of  Mark  xvi.  9-20 : — (2)  The  omission 
of  €v  E<^€cr«,  from  Ephes.  i.  1 : — (3)  The  blunder,  aTroa-Kuia-fiaro^y  in 
James  i.  17 : — (4)  The  nonsensical  avfTrp«f>ofi(viov  in  Matt.  xvii.  22 ; — 
(5)  That  *  vile  error,*  (as  Scrivener  calls  it,)  ircpicXovrc^,  in  Acts  xxviii.  13 : 
— (0)  The  impossible  order  of  words  in  Lu.  xxiii.  32 ;  and  (7)  The  extra- 
ordinary order  in  Acts  i.  5 : — (8)  The  omission  of  the  last  clause  of  the 
LordV  prayer,  in  Lu.  xi.  4  ;  and  (9)  Of  that  solemn  verse.  Matt.  xvii.  21 ; 
and  (10)  Of  ifTxvpov  in  Matt.  xiv.  30 : — (11)  The  substitution  of  c/>ya>y  (for 
Tticvwv)  in  Matt.  xi.  29  : — (12)  Of  cXiy/xa  (for  fiiypa)  in  Jo.  xix.  39, — and 
( 13)  of  Tfv  TfBaiKvoi  (for  cre^iy)  in  John  xix.  41.  Then,  (14)  The  thrusting  of 
XpKFTOs  into  Matt.  xvi.  21, — ^and  (15)  Of  6  Gcoy  into  vi.  8 : — besides  (16)  So 
minute  a  peculiarity  as  Bcc^c/SovX  in  Matt.  x.  35 :  xii.  24,  27 :  Lu.  xi.  15, 
18,  19.  (17)  Add,  the  gloss  at  Matt.  xvii.  20,  and  (18)  The  omissions  at 
Matt.  V.  22:  xvii.  21. — It  must  be  admitted  that  such  peculiar  blemishes, 
taken  collectively,  constitute  a  proof  of  affinity  of  origin, — community  of 
descent  from  one  and  the  same  disreputable  ancestor.     But  8|)ace  fails  us. 

The  Reaiier  will  \ye  intereste<i  to  learn  that  although,  in  the  Gospels,  b 
combines  exclusively  with  a,  but  11  times;  and  with  c,  but  38  times: 
with  D,  it  combines  exclusively  141  times,  and  with  K,  239  times :  (viz. 
in  Matt.  121,— in  Mk.  26,— in  Lu.  51,— in  Jo.  41  times). 

Contrast  it  with  a: — which  combines  exclusively  with  D,  21  times: 
with  K  13  times :  with  b,  11  times :  with  c,  4  times. 
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that  instead  of  accepting  these  codices  as  two  'independent' 
Witnesses  to  the  inspired  Original,  we  are  constrained  to 
regard  tliem  as  little  more  than  a  single  reproduction  of  one 
and  the  same  scandalously  corrupt  and  {comparatively)  late 
Copy.  By  consequence,  we  consider  their  joint  and  exclusive 
attestation  of  any  particular  reading,  ^ an  unique  criterion^ 
of  its  worthlessness ;  a  sufl&cient  reason — not  for  adopting, 
but — for  unceremoniously  rejecting  it. 

Then — (3),  As  for  the  origin  of  these  two  curiosities,  it  can 
perforce  only  be  divined  from  their  contents.  That  they 
exhibit  fabricated  Texts  is  demonstrable.  No  amount  of 
honest  copyin{j, — persevered  in  for  any  number  of  centuries, 
— could  by  possibility  have  resulted  in  two  such  documents. 
Separated  from  one  another  in  actual  date  by  50,  perhaps  by 
100  years,^  they  must  needs  have  branched  off  from  a 
common  corrupt  ancestor,  and  straightway  become  exposed 
continuously  to  fresh  depraving  influences.  The  result  is, 
that  codex  «,  (which  evidently  has  gone  through  more  ad- 
ventures and  fallen  into  worse  company  than  his  rival,)  has 
been  corrupted  to  a  far  graver  extent  than  codex  B,  and  is 


^  The  Reviewer  speaks  from  actual  inspection  of  both  documents.  They 
are  essentially  dissimilar.  The  learned  Ceriaui  assured  the  Reviewer  (in 
1872)  that  whereas  the  Vatican  Codex  must  certainly  have  been  written 
in  Italy, — the  birthplace  of  the  Sinaitic  was  [not  Egypt,  but]  either 
Palestine  or  Syria.  Thus,  considerations  of  time  and  place  effectually 
disiwse  of  Tischendorfs  preposterous  notion  that  the  Scribe  of  Codex  b 
wrote  six  leaves  of  x  :  an  imagination  which  solely  resulted  from  the 
anxiety  of  the  Critic  to  secure  for  his  own  cod.  K  the  same  antiquity 
which  is  claimed  for  the  vaunted  ccxl.  b. 

This  opinion  of  Dr.  Tischendorfs  rests  on  the  same  fanciful  basis  as  his 
notion  that  the  last  verse  of  S.  John's  Grospol  in  K  was  not  written  by  the 
same  hand  wliich  wrote  the  rest  of  the  Gosi)el.  There  is  no  manner  of 
difference :  though  of  course  it  is  possible  tliat  the  scribe  took  a  new  pen, 
preliminary  to  wTiting  that  last  verse,  and  executing  the  curious  and 
delicate  ornament  which  follows.  Concerning  S.  Jo.  xxi.  25,  see  above, 
pp.  23-4. 
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even  more  untrustworthy.  Thus,  whereas  (in  the  Gospels 
alone)  B  has  589  Readings  quite  peculiar  to  itself y  affecting 
858  words, — n  has  1460  such  Readings,  affecting  2640  words. 

One  solid  fact  like  the  preceding,  (let  it  be  pointed  out 
in  passing,)  is  more  helpful  by  far  to  one  who  would  form 
a  correct  estimate  of  the  value  of  a  Codex,  than  any  numl)er 
of  such  *  reckless  and  unverified  assertions,'  not  to  say 
|)eremptory  and  baseless  decrees,  as  abound  in  the  highly 
imaginative  pages  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort. 

(4)  Lastly, — ^We  suspect  that  these  two  Manuscripts  are 
indebted  for  tlieir  preservation,  soldy  to  their  ascertained  evil 
character;  which  has  occasioned  that  the  one  eventually 
found  its  way,  four  centuries  ago,  to  a  forgotten  shelf  in  the 
Vatican  library :  while  the  other,  after  exercising  the  inge- 
nuity of  several  generations  of  critical  Correctors,  eventually 
(viz.  in  A.D.  1844^)  got  deposited  in  the  waste-paper  basket 
of  the  Convent  at  the  foot  of  Mount  Sinai.  Had  b  and  k 
been  copies  of  average  purity,  they  must  long  since  have 
shared  the  inevitable  fate  of  books  which  are  freely  used  and 
highly  prized ;  namely,  they  would  have  fallen  into  decadence 
and  disappeared  from  sight.  But  in  the  meantime,  behold, 
their  very  Antiquity  has  come  to  be  reckoned  to  their  advan- 
tage ;  and  (strange  to  relate)  is  even  considered  to  constitute 
a  sufl&cient  reason  why  they  should  enjoy  not  merely  extra- 
ordinary consideration,  but  the  actual  surrender  of  the 
critical  judgment.  Since  1831,  Editors  have  \ded  with  one 
another  in  the  fulsomeness  of  the  homage  they  have  paid  to 
these  *  two  false  Witnesses,' — for  such  b  and  k  are,  as  the 
concurrent  testimony  of  Copies,  Fathers  and  Versions  abun- 
dantly proves.   Even  superstitious  reverence  has  been  claimed 


'  Tischendorfs  narrative  of  the  discovery  of  the  Sinaitic  manuscript 
(*  When  were  our  Oospda  lorUtenV),  [18G6,]  p.  23. 
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for  these  two  codices :  and  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  are  so  far 
in  advance  of  their  predecessors  in  the  servility  of  their 
blind  adulation,  that  they  must  be  allowed  to  have  easily 
won  the  race. 

LIV.  With  this, — so  far  as  the  Greek  Text  under  review  is 
concerned, — we  might,  were  we  so  minded,  reasonably  make 
an  end.  We  undertook  to  show  that  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort,  in  the  volumes  before  us,  have  built  up  an  utterly 
worthless  Textual  fabric ;  and  we  consider  that  we  have 
already  sufficiently  shown  it.  The  Theory, — the  Hypothesis 
rather,  on  which  their  Text  is  founded,  we  have  demonstrated 
to  be  simphj  absurd.  Remove  that  hypothesis,  and  a  heap 
of  imsightly  ruins  is  all  that  is  left  behind, — except  indeed 
astonishment  (not  unmingled  with  concern)  at  the  sim- 
plicity of  its  accomplished  Authors. 

Here  then,  we  might  leave  off.  But  we  are  unwilling 
so  to  leave  tlie  matter.  Large  consideration  is  due  to 
ordinary  English  Readers ;  who  must  perforce  look  on  with 
utter  perplexity — not  to  say  distress — at  the  strange  spectacle 
presented  by  that  Text  (which  is  in  the  main  th-e  Text  of  th^ 
lUvised  English  Version)  on  the  one  hand, — and  this  Review 
of  it,  on  the  other : — 

(1)  "  And  pray,  which  of  you  am  I  to  believe  ? " — will 
inevitably  be,  in  homely  English,  the  exclamation  with  which 
not  a  few  will  lay  down  the  present  number  of  the  '  Qiuir- 
tcrlyj  "  I  pretend  to  no  learning.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
argue  the  question  with  you.  But  surely,  the  oldest  Manu- 
script must  be  the  purest !  It  even  stands  to  reason :  does 
it  not  ? — Then  further,  I  admit  that  you  seem  to  have  the 
best  of  the  argument  so  far ;  yet,  since  the  three  most  famous 
Editors   of    modern  times    are    against    you,  —  Lachmaim, 
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Tregelles,  Tischendorf, — excuse   me   if   I  suspect  that  you 
mvst  be  in  the  wrong,  after  all." 

LV.  With  unfeigned  humility,  the  Eeviewer  [Q,  R,"]  pro- 
ceeds to  explain  the  matter  to  his  supposed  Objector  [S.  0,\ 
in  briefest  outline,  as  follows : — 

Q.  B.  "  You  are  perfectly  right.  The  oldest  Manuscript 
mttst  exhibit  the  purest  text :  must  be  the  most  trustworthy. 
But  then,  unfortunately,  it  happens  that  we  do  not  possess  it. 
*  The  oldest  Manuscript '  is  lost.  You  speak,  of  course,  of 
the  inspired  Autographs.  These,  I  say,  have  long  since 
disappeared." 

(2)  S,  0,  "  No,  I  meant  to  say  that  the  oldest  Marmscript 
we  possess,  if  it  be  but  a  very  ancient  one,  must  needs  be 
the  purest." 

Q.  R,  "  0,  but  that  is  an  entirely  different  proposition.  Well, 
apart  from  experience,  the  probability  that  the  oldest  copy 
extant  will  prove  the  purest  is,  if  you  please,  considerable. 
Eeflection  will  convince  you  however  that  it  is  &i^  a  pro- 
bability, at  the  utmost :  a  probability  based  upon  more  than 
one  false  assumption, — with  which  nevertheless  you  shall  not 
be  troubled.  But  in  fact  it  clearly  does  not  by  any  means 
follow  that,  because  a  MS.  is  very  ancient,  therefore  the  Text, 
wliich  it  exhibits  will  be  very  pure.  That  you  may  be 
thoroughly  convinced  of  this, — (and  it  is  really  impossible 
for  your  mind  to  be  too  effectually  disabused  of  a  preposses- 
sion which  has  fatally  misled  so  many,) — ^you  are  invited  to 
enqidre  for  a  recent  contribution  to  the  learned  French 
publication  indicated  at  the  foot  of  this  page,*  in  which  is 


^  *  Papyrus  In^dit  de  la  Bibliothdque  de  M.  Ambroise  Pinnin-Didot. 
Nouveaux  fragments  d*Euripide  et  d'autres  Pontes  Grecs,  pubU^  par  M. 
Henri  Weil.  (Extrait  des  Monumens  Orecs  public  par  P Association  pour 
VencouTogement  des  Etudes  Grecques  en  France,    Ann^  1879.) '    Pp.  36. 

Y 
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exhibited  a  fac-simile  of  8  lines  of  the  Medea  of  Euripides 
(ver.  5-12),  written  about  B.C.  200  in  small  uncials  (at 
Alexandria  probably,)  on  papyrus.  Collated  with  any  printed 
copy,  the  verses,  you  will  find,  have  been  penned  with 
scandalous,  with  incredible  inaccuracy.  But  on  this  head  let 
the  learned  Editor  of  the  document  in  question  be  listened  to, 
rather  than  the  present  Reviewer  : — 

'  On  voit  que  le  texte  du  papyrus  est  h^risse  des  fautes  les 
plus  graves.  Le  plus  recent  ei  le  plus  mauf?ais  de  not  mamucrits 
(VEuripide  vaut  infiniment  mieux  que  cette  copie, — faite,  it  ff  a  deux 
mille  ans,  dam  le  pays  oii  florissaient  Verudiiion  hellenique  ei  la 
Critique  des  textes.*^ — (p.  17.) 


*  'I'he  rest  of  the  jiassage  may  not  he  without  interest  to  classical 
readers  : — *Ce  u'est  |>a8  k  dire  qii*elle  soit  tout  k  fait  sans  int^ret,  sans  im- 
|x>rtance  pour  la  constitution  du  texte.  Kile  nous  apprend  que,  au  vers  5, 
dpiaravy  pour  apiardiop  (correction  de  Wakefield)  ^tait  di}k  Tancienne 
vulgate;  et  que  les  vers  11  et  12,  s'ils  sont  alt^r^,  comme  Tassurent 
quehiues  dditeurs  d*Euripide,  Te'taient  ddji  dans  Tantiquitd. 

*  L*homme  .  .  .  6tait  aussi  ignorant  que  negligent.  Je  le  prends  pour 
un  Egyptien  n'ayant  (ju^une  connoissance  tr^s  imparfaite  de  la  langue 
grectpie,  et  ne  poss^dant  aucuue  notion  ni  sur  Torthographe,  ni  sur  les 
r<^gles  les  plus  dldmentaires  du  trim^tre  ianibique.  Le  plus  singulier  est 
qu'il  commence  sa  copie  au  milieu  d'un  vers  et  qu'il  la  finisse  de  mime.  II 
ouhlie  des  lettres  necessaires,  il  en  ajoutc  de  parasites,  il  les  met  les  unes 
]K)ur  les  autrea,  il  tront^ue  les  mots  ou  il  les  altdrc,  au  jx)int  de  ddtruire 
quelquefois  la  suite  dc  la  construction  et  le  sens  du  passage.'  A  faithful 
(.•oi>y  of  the  verses  in  minuscule  characters  is  subjoined  for  the  gratifica- 
tion of  Scholars.     We  have  but  divided  the  words  and  inserted  capital 

letters: — 

'  avdpiov  apKTTav  o(  dc  irapxpv(rov  dcpof  5 

IlcXcta  fifrrjXdov  ov  yap  top  d€<mova  ffiriv 

Mrjiia  TTvpyovi  yrjs  crrXevo'e  EiokKias 

fptoTi  Ovfioid  cyfrXoyif  lavotrovot 

or  av  icTav€i  niaas  HfXtiaBat  Kovpas 

naTfpa  KaroiKfj  ttjv6€  yrjv  Kopiv$iav  10 

(Tvv  apdpi  Kai  TfKpoKTip  apdapoiaa  fifp 

(jyvyrj  iroXircoy  ap  a<l>rjKfTO  xdopoi.* 

An  excellent  scholar  (R.  C.  P.)  remarks, — *  The  fragment  must  have 
been  written  from  dictation  (of  small  parts,  as  it  seems  to  me) ;  and  by  an 
illiterate  scribe.  It  is  just  such  a  result  as  one  might  ex|)ect  from  a  half- 
educated  reader  enunciating  Milton  for  a  half-educated  writer.' 
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"Why,  the  author  of  the  foregoing  remarks  might  have 
been  writing  concerning  Codex  B  !" 

(3)  S.  0.  "  Yes :  but  I  want  Christian  evidence.  The 
author  of  that  scrap  of  papyrus  may  have  been  an  illiterate 
slave.  What  if  it  should  be  a  school-boy's  exercise  which  has 
come  down  to  us  ?     The  thing  is  not  impossible." 

Q.  B.  "  Not '  impossible '  certainly :  but  surely  highly  im- 
probable. However,  let  it  drop.  You  insist  on  Christian 
evidence.  You  shall  have  it.  What  think  you  then  of  the 
following  statement  of  a  very  ancient  Father  (Caius*)  writing 
against  the  heresy  of  Theodotus  and  others  who  denied  the 
Divinity  of  Christ  ?  He  is  bearing  his  testimony  to  the 
liberties  which  had  been  freely  taken  with  the  Text  of  the 
New  Testament  in  his  own  time,  viz.  about  a.d.  175-200 : — 

*  The  Divine  Scriptures,'  he  says,  '  these  heretics  have  auda- 
ciously corrupted ; .  .  .  laying  violent  hands  upon  them  under 
pretence  of  correcting  them.  That  I  bring  no  false  accusation, 
any  one  who  is  disposed  may  easily  convince  himself.  He  has 
but  to  collect  the  copies  belonging  to  these  persons  severally ; 
then,  to  compare  one  with  another ;  and  he  will  discover  that 
their  discrepancy  is  extraordinary.  Those  of  Asolepiades,  at  all 
events,  will  be  found  discordant  from  those  of  Theodotus.  Now, 
plenty  of  specimens  of  either  sort  are  obtainable,  inasmuch  as 
these  men's  disciples  have  industriously  multiplied  the  (so- 
called)  *'  corrected  "  copies  of  their  respective  teachers,  which 
are  in  reality  nothing  else  but  *'  corrupted  "  copies.  With  the 
foregoing  copies  again,  those  of  Hermophilus  will  be  found 
entirely  at  vaiiance.  As  for  the  copies  of  Apollonides,  they 
even  contradict  one  another.  Nay,  let  any  one  compare  the 
fabricated  text  which  these  persons  put  forth  in  the  first 
instance,  with  that  which  exhibits  their  latest  perversions  of  the 
Truth,  and  he  will  discover  that  the  disagreement  between  them 
is  even  excessive. 


*  See  p.  324  note  Q), — Photius  [cod.  48]  says  that  *Gaius'  was  a 
presbyter  of  Rome,  and  kBv&v  (iriaKonoi*    See  Routh*s  Rdviq,  ii.  125. 

Y   2 
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*  Of  the  enormity  of  the  offence  of  winch  these  men  have  been 
guilty,  they  must  needs  themselves  be  fully  |iware.  Either  they 
do  not  believe  that  the  Divine  Scriptures  are  the  utterance  of 
the  Holy  Ghost, — in  which  case  they  are  to  be  regarded  as 
unbelievers :  or  else,  they  account  themselves  wiser  than  the 
Holy  Ghost, — and  what  is  that,  but  to  have  the  fiedth  of  devils  ? 
As  for  their  denying  their  guilty  the  thing  is  impossible,  seeing 
that  the  copies  under  discussion  are  their  own  actual  handywork ; 
and  they  know  full  well  that  not  such  as  these  are  the  Scriptures 
which  they  received  at  the  hands  of  their  catechetical  teacberK. 
Else,  let  them  produce  the  originals  from  which  they  made 
their  transcripts.  Certain  of  them  indeed  have  not  even 
condescended  to  falsify  Scripture,  but  entirely  reject  Law  and 
Prophets  alike/^ 

"  Now,  the  foregoing  statement  is  in  a  high  decree  sugges- 
tive. For  here  is  an  orthodox  Father  of  the  Ilnd  century 
inviting  attention  to  four  well-known  families  of  falsified 
manuscripts  of  the  Sacred  Writings; — complaining  of  the 
hopeless  divergences  which  they  exhibit  (being  not  only 
inconsistent  with  one  another,  but  with  themselves)'^ — and 
insisting  that  such  corrected,  are  nothing  else  but  shamefully 
corrupted  copies.  He  speaks  of  the  phenomenon  as  being  in 
his  day  notorious :  and  appeals  to  Recensions,  the  very  names 
of  whose  authors — ^Theodotus,  Asclepiades,  Hermophilus, 
Apollonides — have  (all  but  the  first)  long  since  died  out  of 
the  Church's  memory.  You  will  allow  therefore,  (will  you 
not  ?),  that  by  this  time  the  claim  of  the  oldest  eodsting  copies 
of  Scripture  to  be  the  purest,  has  been  effectually  disposed  of. 
For  since  there  once  prevailed  such  a  multitude  of  corrupted 
copies,  we  have  no  security  whatever  that  the  oldest  of  our 
extant  MSS.  are  not  derived — remotely  if  not  directly — ^from 
some  of  them" 

(4)  S,  0,  "  But  at  all  events  the  chances  are  even.  Are 
they  not  ?" 

*  EusebiuB,  Hist  Eccl  v.  28  (ap.  Routh's  Reliqq.  u.  132-4). 
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Q.  R.  "  By  no  means.  A  copy  like  codex  B,  once  recognized 
as  belonging  to  a  corrupt  family, — once  kfnovm  to  contain  a 
depraved  exhibition  of  the  Sacred  Text,— was  more  likely  by 
far  to  remain  unused,  and  so  to  escape  destruction,  than  a 
copy  highly  prized  and  in  daily  use. — ^As  for  Codex  k,  it 
carries  on  its  face  its  own  effectual  condemnation ;  aptly 
illustrating  the  precept  fiat  experimentum  in  corpore  vilL  It 
exhibits  the  efforts  of  many  generations  of  men  to  restore 
its  Text, — (which,  *  as  proceeding  from  the  first  scribe/  is 
admitted  by  one  of  its  chief  admirers  to  be  *  very  rough,^ ') — 
to  something  like  purity.  'At  least  ten  different  Revisers* 
from  the  IVth  to  the  Xllth  century,  are  found  to  have  tried 
their  hands  upon  it.^ — Codex  c,  after  having  had  *  at  least 
tliree  correctors  very  busily  at  work  upon  it '  ^  (in  the  Vlth 
and  IXth  centuries),  finally  (in  the  Xllth)  was  fairly 
obliterated,  —  literally  scraped  out,  —  to  make  room  for  the 
writings  of  a  Syrian  Father. — I  am  therefore  led  by  d  priori 
considerations  to  augur  ill  of  the  contents  of  B  k  C  But 
when  I  find  them  hopelessly  at  variance  among  themselves : 
above  all,  when  I  find  (1)  all  other  Manvscripts  of  whatever 
date, — (2)  the  "fnost  ancient  Versions, — and  (3),  t?ie  whole 
body  of  the  primitive  Fathers,  decidedly  opposed  to  them, — I 
am  (to  speak  plainly)  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  any  man 
of  sound  understanding,  acquainted  with  all  the  facts  of  the 
case  and  accustomed  to  exact  reasoning,  can  hesitate  to 
regard  the  unsupported  (or  the  slenderly  supported)  testi- 
mony of  one  or  other  of  them  as  simply  worthless.  The 
craven  homage  which  the  foremost  of  the  three  habitually 
receives  at  the  hands  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort,  I  can  only 
describe  as  a  weak  superstition.  It  is  something  more  than  un- 
reasonable. It  becomes  even  ridiculous. — Tischendorf  s  pre- 
ference (in  his  last  edition)  for  the  betises  of  his  own  codex  «, 

'  Trcgcllcs,  Part  ii.  p.  2. 

-  Scrivener's  prefatory  Introduction, — p.  xix.  '  J  bid.  p.  iii. 
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can  only  be  defended  on  the  plea  of  parental  partiality. 
But  it  is  not  on  that  account  the  less  foolish.  His  'ex- 
aggerated preference  for  the  single  manuscript  which  he  had 
the  good  fortune  to  discover,  has  betrayed  him' — (in  the 
opinion  of  Bishop  Ellicott)  — '  into  an  almost  child-like 
infirmUy  of  crUiml  judgment.' " ' 

(5)  0.  S,  "  Well  but, — be  all  that  as  it  may, — Gaius,  re- 
member, is  speaking  of  heretical  writers.  When  I  said  '  I 
want  Christian  evidence,'  I  meant  orthodox  evidence,  of 
course.  You  would  not  assert  (would  you  ?)  that  B  and  k 
exhibit  traces  of  heretical  depravation  ?" 

Q,  B.  "  Reserving  my  opinion  on  that  last  head,  good  Sir, 
and  determined  to  enjoy  the  pleasure  of  your  company  on 
any  reasonable  terms, — (for  convince  you,  I  both  can  and 
will,  though  you  prolong  the  present  discussion  till  to- 
morrow morning,)^!  have  to  ask  a  little  favour  of  you: 
viz.  that  you  will  l>ear  me  company  in  an  imaginary  ex- 
pedition. 

"  I  request  that  the  clock  of  history  may  be  put  back  seven- 
teen hundred  years.  This  is  a.d.  183,  if  you  please  :  and — 
(indulge  me  in  the  supposition!) — you  and  I  are  walking 
in  Alexandria.  We  have  reached  the  house  of  one  Clemens, 
— a  learned  Athenian,  who  has  long  been  a  resident  here. 
Let  us  step  into  his  library, — he  is  from  home.  What  a 
queer  place !  See,  he  has  been  reading  his  Bible,  which  is 
open  at  S.  Mark  x.  Is  it  not  a  well-used  copy  ?  It  must  be 
at  least  50  or  60  years  old.  Well,  but  suppose  only  30  or  40. 
It  was  executed  therefore  within  fifty  years  of  the  deaih  of 
S.  John  the  Evangelist     Come,  let  us  transcribe  two  of  the 


*  On  I^e vision f — p.  47. 
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columns  ^  (aeXlBe^)  as  faithfully  as  we  possibly  can,  and  be 
off.  .  .  .  We  are  back  in  England  again,  and  the  clock  has 
been  put  right.  Now  let  us  sit  down  and  examine  our 
curiosity  at  leisure.^  ...  It  proves  on  inspection  to  be  a 
transcript  of  the  15  verses  (ver.  17  to  ver.  31^)  which  relate 
to  the  coming  of  the  rich  young  Ruler  to  our  Lord. 

"  We  make  a  sui^prising  discovery.  There  are  but  297 
words  in  those  15  verses, — according  to  the  traditional  Text : 
of  which,  in  the  copy  which  belonged  to  Clemens  Alexan- 
drinus,  39  prove  to  have  been  left  oiit :  11  words  are  added  : 
22,  substituted :  27,  transposed :  13,  varied ;  and  the  phrase 
has  been  altered  at  least  8  times.  Now,  112  words  out  of  a 
total  of  297,  is  38  per  cent.     What  do  you  think  of  ttiat  V 

(6)  S,  0.  "  Think  ?  0  but,  I  disallow  your  entire  proceed- 
ing !  You  have  no  business  to  collate  with  *  a  text  of  late 
and  degenerate  type,  such  as  is  the  Received  Text  of  the 
New  Testament.'  When  this  *is  taken  as  a  standard,  any 
document  belonging  to  a  purer  stage  of  the  Text  must  by  the 
nature  of  the  case  have  the  appearance  of  being  guilty  of 
omissions  :  and  the  nearer  the  document  stands  to  the  auto- 
graph, the  more  numerous  must  be  the  omissions  laid  to  its 
charge.'  I  learnt  that  from  Westcott  and  Hort.  See  page 
235  of  their  luminous  Introduction^ 

Q.  It.  "  Be  it  so !  Collate  the  passage  then  for  yourself 
wdth  the  Text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort :  which,  (re- 
member !)  aspires  to  reproduce  '  the  autographs  themselves ' 
'  with   the    utmost   exactness  which  the  evidence  permits ' 


*  Singular  to  relate,  S.  Mark  x.  17  to  31  exactly  fills  two  columns  of 
cod.  K .    (See  Tischendorf  s  reprint,  4to,  p.  24*.) 

'  Clemens  Al.  (eil.  Potter), — pp.  937-8.  .  .  .  Note,  how  Clemens  begins 
§  V.  (p.  938,  line  30).  This  will  be  found  noticed  l)elow,  viz.  at  p.  336, 
note '. 
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(pp.  288  and  289).^  You  will  find  that  this  time  the  words 
omitted  amount  to  44.  The  words  added  are  13 :  the  words 
substituted,  23  :  the  words  transposed,  34 :  the  words  varied 
IG.  And  the  phrase  has  been  altered  9  times  at  Jeast.  But, 
130  on  a  total  of  297,  is  44  per  cent.  You  will  also  bear  in 
mind  that  Clement  of  Alexandria  is  one  of  our  principal 
authorities  for  the  Text  of  the  Ante-Nicene  period.' 

''  And  thus,  I  venture  to  presume,  the  imagination  has  been 
at  last  eiTectuaUy  disposed  of,  that  because  Codices  B  and  k 
are  the  two  oldest  Greek  copies  in  existence,  the  Text 
exhibited  by  either  must  therefore  be  the  purest  Text  which 
is  anywhere  to  be  met  with.  It  is  impassible  to  prodiiee  a 
folder  eoMhition  of  S.  Mark  x.  17-31  than  is  contained  in 
a  document  full  two  centuries  older  than  either  B  or  m, — Osdf 
the  property  of  one  of  the  vriost  famous  of  the  ante-Nicene 
Fathers'* 

LVI. — (7)  At  this  stage  of  the  argument,  the  Reviewer 
finds  himself  taken  aside  by  a  friendly  Critic  [F,  C,\  and 
privately  remonstrated  with  somewhat  as  follows : — 

F.  C,  "  Uo  you  consider.  Sir,  what  it  is  you  are  about  ? 
Surely,  you  have  been  proving  a  vast  deal  too  much !  If 
the  foregoing  be  a  fair  sample  of  the  Text  of  the  N.  T.  with 
which  Clemens  Alex,  was  best  acquainted,  it  is  plain  tliat 
the  testimony  to  the  Truth  of  Scripture  borne  by  one  of  the 
most  ancient  and  most  famous  of  the  Fathers,  is  absolutely 
worthless.    Is  thaJt  your  own  deliberate  conviction  or  not  ? " 

Q.  lU  "  Finish  what  you  have  to  say.  Sir.  After  that,  you 
shall  have  a  full  reply." 


*  *  This  Text  *  (say  the  Editors)  *  is  an  attemjd  to  reproduce  at  once  the 
autograph  Text* — Introduction,  p.  xxviii. 
'  Westcott  and  Hort's  Introduction,  pp.  112-3. 
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(8)  F.  C.  "  Well  then.  Pray  understand,  I  nothing  doubt 
that  in  your  main  contention  you  are  right;  but  I  yet 
cannot  help  thinking  that  this  bringing  in  of  a  famous 
ancient  Father  —  ohUer  —  is  a  very  damaging  proceeding. 
What  else  is  such  an  elaborate  exposure  of  the  badness  of 
the  Text  which  Clemens  (a.d.  150)  employed,  but  the  hope- 
less perplexing  of  a  question  which  was  already  sufl&ciently 
thorny  and  dif&cult  ?  You  have,  as  it  seems  to  me,  imported 
into  these  15  verses  an  entirely  fresh  crop  of  *  Various  Read- 
ings.* Do  you  seriously  propose  them  as  a  contribution 
towards  ascertaining  the  ipsissima  verba  of  the  Evangelist, — 
the  true  text  of  S.  Mark  x.  17-31  ? " 

Q,  E.  "  Come  back,  if  you  please.  Sir,  to  the  company. 
Fully  appreciating  the  friendly  spirit  in  which  you  just  now 
drew  me  aside,  I  yet  insist  on  so  making  my  reply  that  aU 
the  world  shall  hear  it.  Forgive  my  plainness :  but  you  are 
evidently  profoundly  unacquainted  with  the  problem  before 
you, — in  which  however  you  do  not  by  any  means  enjoy  the 
distinction  of  standing  alone. 

"The  foulness  of  a  Text  which  must  have  been  penned 
within  70  or  80  years  of  the  death  of  the  last  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, is  a  matter  of  fact — which  must  be  loyally  accepted, 
and  made  the  best  of.  The  phenomenon  is  surprising  cer- 
tainly; and  may  well  be  a  warning  to  all  who  (like  Dr. 
Tregelles)  regard  as  oracular  the  solitary  unsupported  dicta 
of  a  Writer, — provided  only  he  can  claim  to  have  lived  in 
the  Ilnd  or  Ilird  century.  To  myself  it  occasions  no 
sort  of  inconvenience.  You  are  to  be  told  that  the  exorbi- 
tances of  a  single  Father, — as  Clemens :  a  single  Version, — 
as  the  Egyptian :  a  single  Copy, — as  cod.  B,  are  of  no  manner 
of  significancy  or  use,  except  as  warnings :  are  of  no  manner 
of  interest,  except  as  illustrating  the  depravation  which 
systematically  assailed  the  written  Word  in  the  age  which 
immediately  succeeded  the  Apostolic :    are,  in  fact,  of  no 
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importance  whatever.  To  make  them  the  basis  of  an  induction 
is  preposterous.  It  is  not  allowable  to  infer  the  universal 
from  the  particular.  K  the  bones  of  Goliath  were  to  be 
discovered  to-morrow,  would  you  propose  as  an  induction 
therefrom  that  it  was  the  fashion  to  wear  four-and-twenty 
fingers  and  toes  on  one's  hands  and  feet  in  the  days  of  the 
giant  of  Gath  ?  All  the  wild  readings  of  the  lost  Codex 
before  us  may  be  unceremoniously  dismissed.  The  critical 
importance  and  value  of  this  stray  leaf  from  a  long-since- 
vanished  Copy  is  entirely  different,  and  remains  to  be 
explained. 

"You  are  to  remember  then, — perhaps  you  have  yet  to 
learn, — that  there  are  but  25  occasions  in  the  course  of  these 
15  verses,  on  which  either  Lachmann  (L.),  or  Tischendorf 
(T.),  or  Tregelles  (Tr.),  or  Westcott  and  Hort  (W.  H.),  or  our 
Revisionists  (R.  T.),  advocate  a  departure  from  the  Tradi- 
tional Text.  To  those  25  places  therefore  our  attention  is 
now  to  be  directed, — on  them,  our  eyes  are  to  be  riveted, — 
exclusively.  And  the  first  thing  which  strikes  us  as  worthy 
of  notice  is,  that  the  5  authorities  above  specified  fall  into  no 
fewer  than  twelve  distinct  combinations  in  their  advocacy  of 
certain  of  those  25  readings :  holding  all  5  together  only  4 
times}    The  one  question  of  interest  therefore  which  arises, 


^  Besides 

.,— All  but  L. 

conspire 

5  times 

All  but  T. 

» 

3 

II 

AU  but  Tr. 

»» 

II 

Then,- 

-T.  Tr.  WH. 

combine 

II 

T.  WH.  RT. 

II 

II 

Tr.  WH.  RT. 

»» 

II 

L.  Tr.  Wn. 

>» 

II 

Then,- 

-L.  T.  stand  by  themselves 

II 

L.Tr. 

II 

II 

T.  WH.     „ 

II 

II 

Lastly,- 

— L.  stands  alone    .    .     . 

4 

II 

21 
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is  this, — What  amount  of  sanction  do  any  of  them  expe- 
rience at  the  hands  of  Clemens  Alexandrinus  ? 

"  I  answer, — Only  on  3  occasions  does  he  agree  tvith  any  of 
them}  The  result  of  a  careful  analysis  shows  further  that  he 
sides  with  the  Traditional  Text  17  times : — ^witnessing  against 
Lachmann,  9  times :  against  Tischendorf,  10  times :  against 
Tregelles,  11  times :  against  Westcott  and  Hort,  12  times.* 

"  So  far  therefore  from  admitting  that '  the  Testimony  of 
Clemens  Al. — one  of  the  most  ancient  and  most  feunous  of 
the  Fathers — is  absolutely  worthless,' — I  have  proved  it  to 
be  of  very  great  value.  Instead  of  '  hopelessly  perplexing 
the  question,*  his  Evidence  is  found  to  have  simplified 
matters  considerably.  So  far  from  'importing  into  these 
15  verses  a  fresh  crop  of  Various  Eeadings,'  he  has  helped 
us  to  get  rid  of  no  less  than  17  of  the  existing  ones.  .  .  . 
'  Damaging '  his  evidence  has  certainly  proved  :  but  ordy  to 
Laxihmxtnn,  Tischevdorf  Tregelles,  Westcott  and  Hort  and  our 
ill-starred  Revisionists,  And  yet  it  remains  undeniably  true, 
that  'it  is  impossible  to  produce  a  fouler  exhibition  of 
S.  Mark  x.  17-31  than  is  met  with  in  a  document  full  two 
centuries  older  than  either  B  or  m, — the  property  of  one  of 
the  most  famous  of  the  Fathers.'  ^  .  .  .  .  Have  you  anything 
further  to  ask  ? " 

(9)  F.  C.  "  I  should  certainly  like,  in  conclusion,  to  be  in- 
formed whether  we  are  to  infer  that  the  nearer  we  approach 
to  the  date  of  the  sacred  Autographs,  the  more  corrupt  we 


^  Twice  he  agrees  with  all  5 :  viz.  omitting  ^pat  rhv  <rTavp6v  in  ver.  21 ; 
and  in  omitting  rj  yvvaUa  (in  ver.  29): — Once  he  agrees  with  only 
Lachmann :  viz.  in  transposing  ravra  trdma  (in  ver.  20). 

*  On  the  remaining  5  occasions  (17  +  3  +  5  =  25),  Clemens  exhibits 
peculiar  readings  of  his  own, — sides  with  no  one, 

»  Q,  R,  p.  360. 
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shall  find  the  copies.     For,  if  so,  pray — ^Where  and  when  did 
purity  of  Text  begin  ? " 

Q,  B,  "  You  are  not  at  liberty,  logically,  to  draw  any  such 
inference  from  the  premisses.  The  purest  documents  of  all 
existed  perforce  in  the  first  century :  micst  have  then  existed. 
The  spring  is  perforce  purest  at  its  source.  My  whole  con- 
tention has  been,  and  is, — That  there  is  nothing  at  all 
unreasonable  in  the  supposition  that  two  stray  copies  of  the 
IVth  century, — coming  down  to  our  own  times  without  a 
history  and  without  a  character, — may  exhibit  a  thoroughly 
depraved  text.  More  than  tliis  does  not  follow  lawfully 
from  the  premisses.  At  the  outset,  remember,  you  delivered 
it  as  your  opinion  that  *  the  oldest  Maniiscript  we  possess,  if  it 
be  but  a  very  ancient  one,  must  needs  be  the  purest.*  I  asserted, 
in  reply,  that  'it  does  not  by  any  means  follow,  becatise  a 
manuscript  is  very  ancient,  that  therefore  its  text  will  be 
very  pure '  (p.  321) ;  and  all  that  I  have  been  since  saying, 
has  but  had  for  its  object  to  prove  the  truth  of  my  assertion. 
Facts  have  been  incidentally  elicited,  I  admit,  calculated  to 
inspire  distrust,  rather  than  confidence,  in  very  ancient  docu- 
ments generally.  But  I  am  neither  responsible  for  these 
facts ;  nor  for  the  inferences  suggested  by  them. 

"  At  all  events,  I  have  to  request  that  you  will  not  carry 
away  so  entirely  erroneous  a  notion  as  that  I  am  the 
advocate  for  Recent,  in  preference  to  Ancient,  Evidence  con- 
cerning the  Text  of  Scripture.  Be  so  obliging  as  not  to 
say  concerning  me  that  I  *  count  *  instead  of  *  weighing '  my 
witnesses.  If  you  have  attended  to  the  foregoing  pages,  and 
have  understood  them,  you  must  by  this  time  be  aware  that 
in  every  instance  it  is  to  Antiquity  that  I  persistently  make 
my  appeal.  I  abide  by  its  sentence,  and  I  require  that  you 
shall  do  the  same. 
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"  You  and  your  friends,  on  the  contrary,  reject  the  Testi- 
mony of  Antiquity,  You  set  up,  instead,  some  idol  of  your 
own.  Thus,  Tregelles  worshipped  '  codex  B.'  But  *  codex  b  ' 
is  not  '  Antiquity ' ! — Tischendorf  assigned  the  place  of 
honour  to  *  codex  K.*  But  once  more,  *  codex  K  *  is  not 
'  Antiquity ' ! — You  rejoice  in  the  decrees  of  the  Vlth-century- 
codex  D, — and  of  the  Vlllth-century-codex  L, — and  of  the 
Xth,  Xlth,  and  XlVth  century  codices,  1,  33,  69.  But  will 
you  venture  to  tell  me  that  any  of  these  are  *  Antiquity '  ? 
Samples  of  Antiquity,  at  best,  are  any  of  these.  No  more  ! 
But  then,  it  is  demonstrable  that  they  are  unfair  samples. 
Why  are  you  regardless  of  ail  other  Copies  ? — So,  with  respect 
to  Versions,  and  Fathers.  You  single  out  one  or  two, — the 
one  or  two  which  suit  your  purpose;  and  you  are  for 
rejecting  all  the  rest.  But,  once  more, — The  Ccfptic  version 
is  not  'Antiquity,' — neither  is  Origen  'Antiquity.'  The 
Syriac  Version  is  a  full  set-ofF  against  the  former, — Irenseus 
more  than  counterbalances  the  latter.  Whatever  is  found  in 
one  of  these  ancient  authorities  must  confessedly  be  an 
'  ancient  Beading : '  but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  it  is 
THE  ancient  Beading  of  the  place.  Now,  it  is  the  ancient 
Reading,  of  which  we  are  always  in  search.  And  he  who 
sincerely  desires  to  ascertain  what  actually  is  the  Witness  of 
Antiq^iity, — (i.e.,  what  is  the  prevailing  testimony  of  all 
the  oldest  documents,) — will  begin  by  casting  his  prejudices 
and  his  predilections  to  the  winds,  and  will  devote  himself 
conscientiously  to  an  impartial  survey  of  the  whole  field 
of  Evidence." 

F,  C.  "  Well  but, — ^you  have  once  and  again  admitted  that 
the  phenomena  before  us  are  extraordinary.  Are  you  able  to 
explain  how  it  comes  to  pass  that  such  an  one  as  Clemens 
Alexandrinus  employed  such  a  scandalously  corrupt  copy  of 
the  Gospels  as  we  have  been  considering  ? " 
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Q.  R.  "  You  are  quite  at  liberty  to  ask  me  any  question  you 
choose.  And  I,  for  my  own  part,  am  willing  to  return  you 
the  best  answer  I  am  able.  You  will  please  to  remember 
however,  that  the  phenomena  will  remain, — however  infeli- 
citous my  attempts  to  explain  them  may  seem  to  yourself. 
My  view  of  the  matter  then — (think  what  you  will  about 
it !) — is  as  follows  : — 

LVII.  "  Vanquished  by  THE  WORD  Irvcamate,  Satan  next 
directed  his  subtle  malice  against  tlie  Word  loritten.  Hence, 
as  I  think, — lience  the  extraordinary  fate  which  befel  certain 
early  transcripts  of  the  Gospel.  First,  heretical  assailants  of 
Christianity, — then,  orthodox  defenders  of  the  Truth, — 
lastly  and  above  all,  self-constitute  Critics,  who  (like 
Dr.  Hort)  imagined  themselves  at  liberty  to  resort  to 
'instinctive  processes'  of  Criticism;  and  who,  at  first  as 
well  as  *at  last,'  freely  made  their  appeal  'to  the  indi- 
vidual mind:' — sfivch  were  the  corrupting  influences  which 
were  actively  at  work  throughout  the  first  hundred  and  fifty 
years  after  the  death  of  S.  John  the  Divine.  Profane  litera- 
ture has  never  known  anything  approaching  to  it,— can 
show  nothing  at  all  like  it.  Satan's  arts  were  defeated 
indeed  through  the  Church's  faithfulness,  because, — (the 
good  Providence  of  God  had  so  willed  it,) — the  perpetual 
multiplication,  in  every  quarter,  of  copies  required  for 
Ecclesiastical  use, — not  to  say  the  solicitude  of  faithful  men 
in  diverse  regions  of  ancient  Christendom  to  retain  for 
themselves  unadulterated  specimens  of  the  inspired  Text, — 
proved  a  sufficient  safeguard  against  the  grosser  forms  of 
corruption.     But  this  was  not  all. 

"Tlie  Church,  remember,  hath  been  from  the  beginning 
the  'Witness  and  Keeper  of  Holy  Writ.'^  Did  not  her 
Divine  Author  pour  out  upon  her,  in  largest  measure,  '  the 

*  Article  xx.  §  1. 
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Spirit  of  Truth  ; '  and  pledge  Himself  that  it  should  be  that 
Spirit's  special  function  to  *  guide'  her  children  'into  all  the 
Truth '  M  . . .  That  by  a  perpetual  miracle,  Sacred  Manuscripts 
would  be  protected  all  down  the  ages  against  depraving 
influences  of  whatever  sort, — was  not  to  have  been  expected  ; 
certainly,  was  never  promised.  But  the  Church,  in  her 
collective  capacity,  hath  nevertheless — as  a  matter  of  fact — 
been  perpetually  purging  herself  of  those  shamefully  de- 
praved copies  which  once  everjrwhere  abounded  within  her 
pale :  retaining  only  such  an  amount  of  discrepancy  in  her 
Text  as  might  serve  to  remind  her  children  that  they  carry 
their  *  treasure  in  earthen  vessels,' — as  well  as  to  stimulate 
them  to  perpetual  watchfulness  and  solicitude  for  the  purity 
and  integrity  of  the  Deposit.  Never,  however,  up  to  the 
present  hour,  hath  there  been  any  complete  eradication  of 
all  traces  of  the  attempted  mischief, — any  absolute  getting 
rid  of  every  depraved  copy  extant.  These  are  found  to  have 
lingered  on  anciently  in  many  quarters.  A  feiv  such  copies 
linger  on  to  the  present  day.  The  wounds  were  healed,  but 
the  scars  remained, — nay,  the  scars  are  discernible  still. 

"  What,  in  the  meantime,  is  to  be  thought  of  those  blind 
guides — those  deluded  ones — who  would  now,  if  they  could, 
persuade  us  to  go  back  to  those  same  codices  of  which  the 
Church  hath  already  purged  herself  ?  to  go  back  in  quest  of 
those  very  Headings  which,  15  or  1600  years  ago,  the  Church 
i7i  aU  lands  is  found  to  have  rejected  with  loathing  ?  Verily, 
it  is  '  happening  unto  them  according  to  the  true  proverb ' — 
which  S.  Peter  sets  down  in  his  2nd  Epistle, — chapter  ii. 
verse  22.     To  proceed  however. 

"  As  for  Clemens, — he  lived  at  the  very  time  and  in  the 
very  country  where  the  mischief  referred  to  was  most  rife. 
For  full  two  centuries  after  his  era,  heretical  works  were  so 


^  Els  ncurav  r^y  dkrjBtuuf. — S.  John  xvi.  13. 
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industriously  multiplied,  that  in  a  diocese  consisting  of  800 
parishes  (viz.  Cyrus  in  Syria),  the  Bishop  (viz.  Theodoret, 
who  was  appointed  in  a.d.  423,)  complains  that  he  found 
no  less  than  200  copies  of  the  Diatessaron  of  Tatian  the 
heretic, — (Tatian's  date  being  a.d.   173,) — honourably   pre- 
served in  the  Churches  of  his  (Theodoret's)  diocese,   and 
mistaken   by  the  orthodox  for  an  authentic  performance.* 
Clemens  moreover  would  seem  to  have  been   a  trifle   too 
familiar  with  the  works  of  Basilides,  Marcion,  Valentinus, 
Heracleon,  and  the  rest  of  the  Gnostic  crew.     He  habitually 
mistakes  apocryphal  writings  for  inspired  Scripture :  *  and 
— ^with  corrupted  copies  always  at  hand  and  before  him — he 
is  just  the  man  to  present  us  with  a  quotation  like  the 
present,  and  straightway  to  volunteer  the  assurance  that  he 
found  it  *  so  written  in  the  Gospel  according  to  S.  Mark/* 
The  archetype  of  Codices  b  and  k, — especially  the  archetype 
from  which  Cod.  D  was  copied, — ^is  discovered  to  have  ex- 
perienced adulteration  largely  from  the  same  pestilential  source 
which  must  have  corrupted  the  copies  with  which  Clement 
(and  his  pupil  Origen  after  him)  were  most  familiar. — ^And 
thus  you  have  explained  to  you  the  reason  of  the  disgust  and 
indignation  with  which  I  behold  in  these  last  days  a  resolute 
attempt  made  to  revive  and  to  palm  off  upon  an  imleamed 
generation  the  old  exploded  errors,  under  the  pretence  that 
they  are  the  inspired  Verity  itself, — providentially  recovered 
from  a  neglected  shelf  in  the  Vatican, — rescued  from  destruc- 
tion by  a  chance  visitor  to  Mount  Sinai." 

F.  G.  "WiU  you  then,  in  conclusion,  tell  us  how  y(m 
would  have  us  proceed  in  order  to  ascertain  the  Truth  of 
Scripture  ?  "        

'  Theodoret,  0pp.  iv.  208.— Comp.  Clinton,  F,  R.  ii.  Appendix^  p.  473. 

'  The  reader  is  invited  to  enquire  for  Bp.  Eaye  (of  Lincoln)'8  Account 
of  the  vrritings  of  Clement  of  AleoMndria, — and  to  read  the  vith  and  viiith 
chapters. 

'  TaCra  fiiv  iv  Ty  Kara  MdpKou  f  vayycXiy  yiypairrai.     (§  v.), — p.  938. 
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Q.  R,  "  To  answer  that  question  fully  would  require  a 
considerable  Treatise.  I  will  not,  however,  withhold  a 
slight  outline  of  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  only  safe 
method  of  procedure.  I  could  but  fill  up  that  outline,  and 
illustrate  that  method,  even  if  I  had  500  pages  at  my 
disposal. 

LVIII.  "  On  first  seriously  applying  ourselves  to  these 
studies,  many  years  ago,  we  found  it  wondrous  difficult  to 
divest  ourselves  of  prepossessions  very  like  your  own.  Turn 
which  way  we  would,  we  were  encountered  by  the  same 
confident  terminology: — 'the  best  documents,'  —  'primary 
manuscripts,' — '  first-rate  authorities,' — *  primitive  evidence,' 
— '  ancient  readings,' — and  so  forth :  and  we  found  that  thereby 
cod.  A  or  B, — cod.  c  or  d — were  invariably  and  exclusively  meant. 
It  was  not  until  we  had  laboriously  collated  these  documents 
(including  h)  for  ourselves,  that  we  became  aware  of  their 
true  character.  Long  before  coming  to  the  end  of  our  task 
(and  it  occupied  us,  off  and  on,  for  eight  years)  we  had 
become  convinced  that  the  supposed  '  best  documents '  and 
'  first-rate  authorities '  are  in  reality  among  the  worst : — that 
these  Copies  deserve  to  be  called  *  primary,'  only  because  in 
any  enumeration  of  manuscripts,  they  stand  foremost ; — and 
that  their  '  Evidence,'  whether  '  primitive '  or  not,  is  contra- 
dictory throughout. — All  Readings,  lastly,  we  discovered  are 
*  ancient.' 

"  A  diligent  inspection  of  a  vast  number  of  later  Copies 
scattered  throughout  the  principal  libraries  of  Europe,  and 
the  exact  Collation  of  a  few,  further  convinced  us  that  the 
deference  generally  claimed  for  b,  »>  c,  d  is  nothing  else  but 
a  weak  superstition  and  a  vulgar  error : — that  the  date  of  a 
MS.  is  not  of  its  essence,  but  is  a  mere  accident  of  the 
problem: — and  that  later  Copies,  so  far  from  'crumbling 
down    salient    points,    softening    irregidarities,  conforming 
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differences/  *  and  so  forth, — on  countless  occasions,  ami  as  a 
ruh, — preserve  those  delicate  lineaments  and  minute  refine- 
ments which  the  *old  uncials'  are  constantly  observed  to 
obliterate.  And  so,  rising  to  a  systematic  survey  of  the 
entire  field  of  Evidence,  we  found  reason  to  suspect  more  and 
more  the  soundness  of  the  conclusions  at  which  Lachmann, 
Tregelles,  and  Tischendorf  had  arrived:  while  we  seemed 
led,  as  if  by  the  hand,  to  discern  plain  indications  of  the 
existence  for  ourselves  of  a  far  *  more  excellent  way.' 

LIX.  "  For,  let  the  ample  and  higlily  complex  provision 
which  Divine  Wisdom  hath  made  for  the  efiectual  conserva- 
tion of  that  crowning  master-piece  of  His  own  creative  skill, — 
The  Written  Word, — be  duly  considered ;  and  surely  a 
recoil  is  inevitable  from  the  strange  perversity  which  in 
these  last  days  would  shut  us  up  within  the  limits  of  a  very 
few  documents  to  the  neglect  of  all  the  rest, — as  though  a 
revelation  from  Heaven  had  proclaimed  that  the  Truth  is  to 
be  found  exclusively  in  them.  The  good  Providence  of  the 
Author  of  Scripture  is  discovered  to  have  furnished  His 
household,  the  Church,  with  (speaking  roughly)  1000  copies 
of  the  Gospels: — with  twenty  Versions — two  of  which  go 
back  to  the  beginning  of  Christianity  :  and  with  the  writings 
of  a  host  of  ancient  Fathers.  ^Vhy  out  of  those  1000  MSS. 
two  should  be  singled  out  by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  for 
special  favour, — to  the  practical  disregard  of  all  tlie  rest: 
why  Versions  and  Fathers  should  by  them  be  similarly  dealt 
with, — should  be  practically  set  aside  in  fact  in  the  lump, — 
we  fail  to  discover.  Certainly  the  pleas  urged  by  the  learned 
Editors*  can  appear  satisfactory  to  no  one  but  to  tliemselves. 

LX.  "  For  our  method  then, — It  is  the  direct  contradictory 
to  that  adopted  by  the  two  Cambridge  Professors.    Moreover, 

1  Alford's  N.  T.  voL  i.  proleg,  p.  92. 

2  See  p.  197  (§  269) :  and  p.  201  (§  275-9)  :— and  p.  205  (§  280). 
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it  conducts  us  throughout  to  directly  opposite  results.  We 
hold  it  to  be  even  axiomatic  that  a  Beading  which  is  sup- 
ported by  only  one  document, — out  of  the  1100  (more  or 
less)  already  specified,  —  whether  that  solitary  unit  be  a 
Father,  a  Version,  or  a  Copy,  —  stands  self-condemned ; 
may  be  dismissed  at  once,  without  concern  or  enquiry. 

"  Nor  is  the  case  materially  altered  if  (as  generally  happens) 
a  few  colleagues  of  bad  character  are  observed  to  side  with 
the  else  solitary  document.  Associated  with  the  corrupt  B, 
is  often  found  the  more  corrupt  k.  Nay,  six  leaves  of  k  are 
confidently  declared  by  Tischendorf  to  have  been  written  by 
the  scribe  of  B.  The  sympathy  between  these  two,  and  the 
Version  of  Lower  Egypt,  is  even  notorious.  That  Origen 
should  sometimes  join  the  conspiracy, — ^and  that  the  same 
Eeading  should  find  allies  in  certain  copies  of  the  unrevised 
Latin,  or  perhaps  in  Cureton's  Syriac : — all  this  we  deem  the 
reverse  of  encouraging.  The  attesting  witnesses  are,  in  our 
account,  of  so  suspicious  a  character,  that  the  Beading  cannot 
be  allowed.  On  such  occasions,  we  are  reminded  that  there 
is  truth  in  Dr.  Hort's  dictum  concerning  the  importance 
of  noting  the  tendency  of  certain  documents  to  fall  into 
'  groups : '  though  his  assertion  that  '  it  cannot  be  too  often 
repeated  that  the  study  of  grouping  is  the  /(mndatian  of  ail 
enduring  Criticism,'  ^  we  hold  to  be  as  absurd  as  it  is  untrue. 

LXI.  "  So  far  negatively. — A  safer,  the  07ily  trustworthy 
method,  in  fact,  of  ascertaining  the  Truth  of  Scripture,  we  hold 
to  be  the  method  which, — without  prejudice  or  partiality, — 
simply  ascertains  which  form  of  the  text  enjoys  the 

EARLIEST,  THE  FULLEST,  THE  WIDEST,  THE  MOST  RESPECTABLE, 

XND — above  all  things — the  most  varied  attestation.  That 
a  Beading  should  be  freely  recognized  alike  by  the  earliest 


»  rrefitce  (1870),  p.  XV. 
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and  by  the  latest  available  evidence, — we  hold  to  be  a  prime 
circumstance  in  its  favour.  That  Copies,  Versions,  and  Fathers, 
should  all  three  concur  in  sanctioning  it, — we  hold  to  be  even 
more  conclusive.  If  several  Fathers,  living  in  different  parts 
of  ancient  Christendom,  are  all  observed  to  recognize  the 
words,  or  to  quote  them  in  the  same  way, — ^we  have  met  with 
all  the  additional  confirmation  we  ordinarily  require.  Let 
it  only  be  further  discoverable  how  or  why  the  rival  Beading 
came  into  existence,  and  our  confidence  becomes  absolute. 

LXII.  "  An  instance  which  we  furnished  in  detail  in  a 
former  article,^  may  be  conveniently  appealed  to  in  illustra- 
tion of  what  goes  before.  Our  Lord's  'Agony  and  bloody 
sweat,' — first  mentioned  by  Justin  Martyr  (a.d.  150),  is 
found  set  down  in  every  MS.  in  the  world  except  four.  It  is 
duly  exhibited  by  every  knovm  Version,  It  is  recognized  by 
upwards  of  forty  famous  Fathers  writing  without  concert 
in  remote  parts  of  ancient  Christendom.  Whether  there- 
fore Antiquity, — Variety  of  testimony,  —  Bespectability  of 
witnesses,  —  or  Number,  —  is  considered,  the  evidence  in 
favour  of  S.  Luke  xxii.  43,  44  is  simply  overwhelming. 
And  yet  out  of  superstitious  deference  to  two  Copies  of 
bad  character,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  (followed  by  the 
Bevisionists)  set  the  brand  of  spuriousness  on  those  26 
precious  words  ;  professing  themselves  *  morally  certain  * 
that  this  is  nothing  else  but  a  'Western  Interpolation:' 
whereas,  mistaken  zeal  for  the  honour  of  Incarnate  Jehovah 
alone  occasioned  the  suppression  of  these  two  verses  in  a 
few  early  manuscripts.  This  has  been  explained  already, — 
namely,  in  the  middle  of  page  82. 

LXIII.  "Only  one  other  instance  shall  be  cited.  The 
traditional  reading  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14  is  vouched  for  by  ever 


*  See  above,  pp.  79  to  85. 
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hnow^ii  copy  of  the  Gospels  hut  four — 3  of  which  are  of  extremely 
bad  character,  viz.  k  B  D.  The  Versions  are  divided :  but  not 
the  Fathers  :  of  whom  Ttwre  than  forty-seven  from  every  part 
of  ancient  Christendom, — (Syria,  Palestine,  Alexandria,  Asia 
Minor,  Cyprus,  Crete,  Gaul,) — come  back  to  attest  that  the 
traditional  reading  (as  usual)  is  the  true  one.  Yet  such  is 
the  infatuation  of  the  new  school,  that  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort  are  content  to  make  nonsense  of  the  Angelic  Hymn  on 
the  night  of  the  Nativity,  rather  than  admit  the  possibility 
of  complicity  in  error  in  N  B  D  :  error  in  respect  of  a  single 
letter .'....  The  Header  is  invited  to  refer  to  what  has 
already  been  offered  on  this  subject,  from  p.  41  to  p.  47. 

LXIV.  "It  will  be  perceived  therefore  that  the  method 
we  plead  for  consists  merely  in  a  loyal  recognition  of  the  whole 
of  the  Evidence:  setting  off  one  authority  against  another, 
laboriously  and  impartially ;  and  adjudicating  fairly  between 
them  all.  Even  so  hopelessly  corrupt  a  document  as  Clement 
of  Alexandria's  copy  of  the  Gospels  proves  to  have  been— 
(described  at  pp.  326-31) — is  by  no  means  without  critical 
value.  Servilely  followed,  it  would  confessedly  land  us  in 
hopeless  error :  but,  judiciously  employed,  as  a  set-off  against 
other  evidence ;  regarded  rather  as  a  check  upon  the  exorbi- 
tances of  other  foul  documents,  (e.g.  B  k  c  and  especially  d)  ; 
resorted  to  as  a  protection  against  the  prejudice  and  caprice  of 
modem  Critics ; — that  venerable  document,  with  all  its  faults, 
proves  invaluable.  Thus,  in  spite  of  its  own  aberrations,  it 
witnesses  to  the  truth  of  the  Traditional  Text  of  S.  Mark  x. 
17-31 — (the  place  of  Scripture  above  referred  to^) — in  several 
important  particulars;  siding  with  it  against  Lachmann, 
9  times  ; — against  Tischendorf,  10  times ; — against  Tr^lles, 
11  times; — against  Westcott  and  Hort,  12  times. 


>  Pp.  351M>0. 
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"  We  deem  this  laborious  method  the  only  true  method, 
Ia  our  present  state  of  imperfect  knowledge:  the  method, 
namely,  of  adopting  thai  Beading  which  has  the  f vilest,  the 
widest,  and  the  most  varied  attestation.  Antiquity,  and  Bespec- 
tahility  of  Witnesses,  are  thus  secured.  How  men  can  per- 
suade themselves  that  19  Copies  out  of  every  20  may 
be  safely  disregarded,  if  they  be  but  written  in  minuscule 
characters, — we  fail  to  understand.  To  ourselves  it  seems 
simply  an  irrational  proceeding.  But  indeed  we  hold  this  to 
be  no  seeming  truth.  The  fact  is  absolutely  demonstrable. 
As  for  building  up  a  Text,  (as  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have 
done,)  with  special  superstitious  deference  to  a  single  codex, — 
we  deem  it  about  as  reasonable  as  would  be  the  attempt  to 
build  up  a  pyramid  from  its  apex ;  in  the  expectation  that 
it  would  stand  firm  on  its  extremity,  and  remain  horizontal 
for  ever." 

And  thus  much  in  reply  to  our  supposed  Questioner.  We 
have  now  reached  the  end  of  a  prolonged  discussion,  which 
began  at  page  320 ;  more  immediately,  at  page  337. 

LXV.  In  the  meantime,  a  pyramid  balanced  on  its  apex 
proves  to  be  no  unapt  image  of  the  Textual  theory  of  Drs.West- 
cott  and  Hort.  When  we  reach  the  end  of  their  Introduction 
we  find  we  have  reached  the  point  to  which  all  that  went 
before  has  been  evidently  converging :  but  we  make  the  fur- 
ther awkward  discovery  that  it  is  the  point  on  which  all  that 
went  before  absolutely  depends  also.  Apart  from  codex  b, 
the  present  theory  could  have  no  existence.  But  for  codex  B, 
it  would  never  have  been  excogitated.  On  codex  b,  it 
entirely  rests.     Out  of  codex  b,  it  has  entirely  sprung. 

Take  away  this  one  codex,  and  Dr.  Hort's  volume  becomes 
absolutely  without  coherence,  purpose,  meaning.     One-fifth 
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of  it^  is  devoted  to  remarks  on  B  and  fic.  The  fable  of  '  the 
Syrian  text '  is  invented  solely  for  the  glorification  of  B  and 
K, — which  are  claimed,  of  course,  to  be  *  Pre-Syrian/  This 
fills  40  pages  more.^  And  thus  it  would  appear  that  the 
Truth  of  Scripture  has  run  a  very  narrow  risk  of  being  lost 
for  ever  to  mankind.  Dr.  Hort  contends  that  it  more  than 
half  lay  perdu  on  a  forgotten  shelf  in  the  Vatican  Library ; — 
Dr.  Tischendorf,  that  it  had  been  deposited  in  a  waste-paper 
basket^  in  the  convent  of  S.  Catharine  at  the  foot  of  Mount 
Sinai, — from  which  he  rescued  it  on  the  4th  February,  1859 : 
— neither,  we  venture  to  think,  a  very  likely  circumstance. 
We  incline  to  believe  that  the  Author  of  Scripture  hath  not 
by  any  means  shown  HimseK  so  unmindful  of  the  safety  of 
the  Deposit,  as  these  distinguished  gentlemen  imagine. 

Are  we  asked  for  the  ground  of  our  opinion  ?  We  point 
without  hesitation  to  the  998  Copies  which  remain :  to  the 
many  ancient  Versions  :  to  the  many  venerable  Fathers, — 
any  on4i  of  whom  we  hold  to  be  a  more  trustworthy  aiUhority 
for  the  Text  of  Scripture,  when  he  speaks  out  plainly,  than 
either  Codex  B  or  Codex  h, — aye,  or  than  both  of  them  put 
together.  Behold,  (we  say,)  the  abundant  provision  which 
the  All-wise  One  hath  made  for  the  safety  of  the  Deposit : 
the  *  threefold  cord '  which  *  is  not  quickly  broken  * !  We  hope 
to  be  forgiven  if  we  add,  (not  without  a  little  warmth,)  that 
we  altogether  wonder  at  the  perversity,  the  infatuation,  the 
blindness, — which  is  prepared  to  make  light  of  all  these  pre- 
cious helps,  in  order  to  magnify  two  of  the  most  corrupt 


"  P.  210  to  p.  287.    See  the  Contents,  pp.  xxiiL-xxviii. 

«  Pp.  91-119  and  pp.  133-146. 

'  '*  I  perceived  a  large  and  wide  basket  fiill  of  old  parchments ;  and  the 
librarian  told  me  that  two  heaps  like  this  had  been  already  committed  to 
the  flames.  What  was  my  surprise  to  find  amid  this  heap  of  papers,"  &c. — 
(Narrative  of  the  discovery  of  the  Sinaitic  Manuscript,  ju  23.) 
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codices  in  existence ;  and  that,  for  no  other  reason  but  because, 
(as  Dr.  Hort  expresses  it,)  they  *  happen  likewise  to  be  the 
oldest  extant  Greek  MSS.  of  the  New  Testament/  (p.  212.) 

LXVI.  And  yet,  had  what  precedes  been  the  sum  of  the 
matter,  we  should  for  our  own  parts  have  been  perfectly  well 
content  to  pass  it  by  without  a  syllable  of  comment.  So  long 
as  nothing  more  is  endangered  than  the  personal  reputation  of 
a  couple  of  Scholars — at  home  or  abroad — we  can  afford  to 
look  on  with  indifference.  Their  private  ventures  are  their 
private  concern.  What  excites  our  indignation  is  the  spec- 
tacle of  the  Church  of  England  becoming  to  some  extent 
involved  in  their  discomfiture,  because  implicated  in  their 
mistakes :  dragged  through  the  mire,  to  speak  plainly,  at  the 
chariot- wheels  of  these  two  infelicitous  Doctors,  and  exposed 
with  them  to  the  ridicule  of  educated  Christendom.  Our 
Church  has  boasted  till  now  of  learned  sons  in  abundance 
within  her  pale,  ready  at  a  moment's  notice  to  do  her  right : 
to  expose  shallow  sciolism,  and  to  vindicate  that  precious 
thing  which  hath  been  committed  to  her  trust.^  Where  are 
the  men  now  ?  What  has  come  to  her,  that,  on  the  contrary, 
certain  of  her  own  Bishops  and  Doctors  have  not  scrupled  to 
enter  into  an  irregular  alliance  with  Sectarians, — ^yes,  have 
even  taken  into  partnership  with  themselves  one  who  openly 
denies  the  eternal  Godhead  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ, — in 
order,  as  it  would  seem,  to  give  proof  to  the  world  of  the  low 
ebb  to  which  Taste,  Scholarship,  and  Sacred  Learning  have 
gunk  among  us  ? 

LXVII.  Worse  yet.  We  are  so  distressed,  because  the  true 
sufferers  after  all  by  this  iU-advised  proceeding,  are  the 
90  millions  of  English-speaking  Christian  folk  scattered  over 


'  rriv  napaKaTaOrfKrfv. — 1  Tim.  vi.  20. 
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the  surface  of  the  globe.  These  have  had  the  title-deeds  by 
which  they  hold  their  priceless  birthright,  shamefully  tam- 
pered with.  Who  will  venture  to  predict  the  amount  of 
mischief  which  must  follow,  if  the  *  New  Greek  Text  *  which 
has  been  put  forth  by  the  men  who  were  appointed  to  revise 
the  English  Authorized  Version,  should  become  used  in  our 
Schools  and  in  our  Colleges, — should  impose  largely  on  the 
Clergy  of  the  Church  of  England  ?  .  .  .  But  to  return  from 
this,  which  however  will  scarcely  be  called  a  digression. 

A  pyramid  poised  on  its  apex  then,  we  hold  to  be  a  fair 
emblem  of  the  Theory  just  now  under  review.  Only,  unfor- 
tunately, its  apex  is  found  to  be  constructed  of  brick  without 
straw :  say  rather  of  straw — withxmt  brick. 

LXVIII.  WTiy  such  partiality  has  been  evinced  latterly 
for  Cod.  B,  none  of  the  Critics  have  yet  been  so  good  as  to 
explain ;  nor  is  it  to  be  expected  that,  satisfactorily,  any  of 
them  ever  will.  Why  again  Tischendorf  should  have  sud- 
denly transferred  his  allegiance  from  Cod.  B  to  Cod.  «, — 
unless,  to  be  sure,  he  was  the  sport  of  parental  partiality, — 
must  also  remain  a  riddle.  If  one  of  the '  old  uncials '  must 
needs  be  taken  as  a  guide, — (though  we  see  no  sufficient 
reason  why  one  should  be  appointed  to  lord  it  over  the  rest,) 
— we  should  rather  have  expected  that  Cod.  A  would  have  been 
selected,^ — the  text  of  which 

'  Stands  in  broad  contrast  to  those  of  either  b  or  K,  though  the 
interval  of  years  [between  it  and  them]  is  probably  small.' 


^  [While  this  sheet  is  passing  through  the  press,  I  find  among  my 
papers  a  note  (written  in  1876)  by  the  learned,  loved,  and  lamented 
Editor  of  Cyril, — Philip  E.  Pusey, — with  whom  1  used  to  he  in  constant 
conmiunication : — **  It  is  not  obvious  to  me,  looking  at  the  subject  from 
outside,  why  b  c  l,  constituting  a  class  of  MSS.  allied  to  each  other,  and 
therefore  nearly  =  H  MSS.,  are  to  be  held  to  he  superior  to  a.  It  is 
btill  less  obvious  to  mc  why  ***,  showing  up  (as  he  does)  very  many  grave 
faults  of  B,  should  yet  consider  b  superior  in  character  to  a.*^ 
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(p.  152.)  *  By  a  curious  and  apparently  unnotioed  coincidence/ 
(proceeds  Dr.  Hort,)  '  its  Text  in  several  books  agrees  with  the 
Latin  Vulgate  in  so  many  peculiar  readings  devoid  of  old  Ijatin 
attestation,  as  to  leave  little  doubt  that  a  Greek  MS.  largely 
employed  by  Jerome ' — [and  why  not  *  the  Greek  copies  emploj^ed 
by  Jerome '  ?] — *  in  his  Revision  of  the  Latin  version  must  have 
had  to  a  great  extent  a  common  original  with  a.'  (I&u2.) 

Behold  a  further  claim  of  this  copy  on  the  respectful  con- 
sideration of  the  Critics !  What  would  be  thought  of  the 
Alexandrian  Codex,  if  some  attestation  were  discoverable  in 
its  pages  that  it  actually  had  belotiged  to  the  learned  Palesti- 
nian father  ?     According  to  Dr.  Hort, 

*  Apart  from  this  individual  affinity,  a — both  in  the  Gospels 
and  elsewhere — may  serve  as  a  fair  example  of  the  Manvscripts 
that,  to  judge  by  Patristic  quotations,  were  commonest  in  the  IVth 
century.* — (p.  162.) 

0  but,  the  evidence  in  favour  of  Codex  a  thickens  apace ! 
Suppose  then, — (for,  after  this  admission,  the  supposition  is 
at  least  allowable,) — suppose  the  discovery  were  made  to- 
morrow of  half-a-score  of  codices  of  the  same  date  as  Cod.  B, 
but  exhibiting  the  same  Text  as  Cod.  A.  What  a  complete 
revolution  would  be  thereby  effected  in  men's  minds  on 
Textual  matters !  How  impossible  would  it  be,  henceforth, 
for  B  and  its  henchman  k,  to  obtain  so  much  as  a  hearing ! 
Such  *  an  eleven '  would  safely  defy  the  world !  And  yet, 
according  to  Dr.  Hort,  the  supjjosition  may  any  day  become 
a  fact ;  for  he  informs  us, — (and  we  are  glad  to  be  able  for 
once  to  declare  that  what  he  says  is  perfectly  correct,) — 
that  such  manuscripts  once  abounded  or  rather  prevailed; — 
'  were  comm/mest  in  the  IVth  century,'  when  codices  B  and  k 
were  written.  We  presume  that  then,  as  now,  such  codices 
prevailed  universally,  in  the  proportion  of  99  to  1. 

LXIX.  But — what  need  to  say  it  ? — we  entirely  disallow 
any  such  narrowing  of  the  platform  which  Divine  Wisdom 
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hath  willed  should  be  at  once  very  varied  and  very  ample. 
Cod.  A  is  sometimes  in  error:  sometimes  even  conspires  in 
error  exdvjsivdy  with  Cod,  B.  An  instance  occurs  in  1  S.  John 
V.  18, — a  difficult  passage,  which  we  the  more  willingly  pro- 
ceed to  remark  upon,  because  the  fact  has  transpired  that  it 
is  one  of  the  few  places  in  which  entire  unanimity  prevailed 
among  the  Revisionists, — who  yet  (as  we  shall  show)  have 
been,  one  and  all,  mistaken  in  substituting  '  him '  {ainov)  for 
*  himself*  (eavrov)  .  .  .  We  venture  to  bespeak  the  Reader's 
attention  while  we  produce  the  passage  in  question,  and  briefly 
examine  it.  He  is  assured  that  it  exhibits  a  fair  average 
specimen  of  what  has  been  the  Revisionists'  fatal  method 
in  every  page : — 

LXX.  S.  John  in  his  first  Epistle  (v.  18)  is  distinguishing 
between  the  mere  recipient  of  the  new  birth  (o  rENNHeEfs 
ix  Tov  ©eoO), — ^and  the  man  who  retains  the  sanctifying 
influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit  which  he  received  when  he 
became  regenerate  (o  rErENNHME'Nos  ix  tov  Seov).  The 
latter  (he  says)  '  sinncth  not : '  the  former,  (he  says,)  '  keepeth 
himself,  and  the  Hvil  One  toucheth  him  n/oV  So  far,  all  is 
intelligible.  The  nominative  is  the  same  in  both  cases. 
Substitute  however  '  keepeth  him  {axnov)*  for  '  keepeth  Aim- 
self  (eavTov),'  and  (as  Dr.  Scrivener  admits  ^),  o  yewrjOeU  ix 
TOV  ©eoO  can  be  none  other  than  the  Only  Begotten  Son  of 
God.  And  yet  our  Lord  is  nmohere  in  the  New  Testament 
designated  as  o  yewrjOeU  iic  rov  ©eov.^  Alford  accordingly 
prefers  to  make  nonsense  of  the  place ;  which  he  translates, — 
'  he  that  hath  been  begotten  of  God,  it  keepeth  him* 


*  Introdttetion,  p.  567. 

'  Let  the  following  places  be  considered :  S.  Jo.  i.  13 ;  iii.  3,  6,  6,  7,  8 ; 
1  Jo.  ii.  29 ;  iii.  9  bis,  iv.  7 ;  v.  1  his,  4, 18  bis.  Why  is  it  to  be  supposed 
that  on  this  last  occasion  the  Eternal  Son  should  be  intended  ? 
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LXXI.  Now,  on  every  occasion  like  the  present, — (instead 
of  tampering  with  the  text,  as  Dr.  Hort  and  our  Revisionists 
have  done  vnthout  explanation  or  apology^ — our  safety  will  be 
found  to  consist  in  enquiring, — But  (1)  What  have  the 
Copies  to  say  to  this  ?  (2)  What  have  the  Versions  ?  and 
(3)  What,  the  Fathers  ?  .  .  .  The  answer  proves  to  be — (1) 
All  the  copies  except  three^  read  'himself.' — (2)  So  do  the 
Syriac  and  the  Latin ;  * — so  do  the  Coptic,  Sahidic,  Georgian, 
Armenian,  and  -^thiopic  versions.^ — (3)  So,  Origen  clearly 
thrice,* — Didymus  clearly  4  times,* — Ephraem  Syrus  clearly 
twice,* — Severus  also  twice,^ — Theophylact  expressly,® — and 
(Ecumenius.* — So,  indeed.  Cod.  A;  for  the  original  Scribe  is 
found  to  have  corrected  himself}^  The  sum  of  the  adverse 
attestation  therefore  wliich  prevailed  with  the  Revisionists, 
is  found  to  have  been — Codex  B  and  a  single  cursive  copy  at 
Moscow. 

This  does  not  certainly  seem  to  the  Eeviewer,  (as  it  seemed 
to  the  Eevisionists,)  'decidedly  preponderating  evidence.' 
In  his  account,  'plain  and  dear  error  *  dwells  with  th4dr 
Revision,  But  this  may  be  because, — (to  quote  words  recently 
addressed  by  the  President  of  the  Eevising  body  to  the  Clergy 


'  A',  B,  105. 

'  The  paraphrase  is  interesting.  The  Vulgate,  Jerome  [ii.  321,  691], 
Cassian  [p.  409], — *  Sed  gentratio  Dei  conservat  eum :  *  Chromatius  [Grail', 
viii.  347],  and  Vigilius  Taps.  [ap.  Athanas.  ii.  646], — *  Quia  (quoniam) 
nativiUts  Dei  custodit  (^servat)  ilium,*  In  a  letter  of  5  Bishops  to  Inno- 
centius  I.  (a.d.  410)  [Galland.  viii.  598  b],  it  is, — *  Nativitas  gum  ex  Deo 
est,*  Such  a  rendering  (viz.  *  his  liaving  been  horn  of  GrOD ')  amounts  to  an 
interprttation  of  the  place. 

»  From  the  Rev.  S.  C.  Malan,  D.D.  *  iv.  326  b  c. 

*  Grail,  viii.  347, — of  which  the  Greek  is  to  be  seen  in  Cramer's  Cat.  pp. 
143-4.  Many  portions  of  the  lost  Text  of  this  Father,  (the  present  passage 
included  [p.  231])  are  to  be  found  in  the  Scholia  published  by  C.  F. 
MatthjBi  [N.  T.  xi.  181  to  245-7]. 

«  i.  94,  97.  ^  In  Cat.  p.  124,  rciKjatod  p.  144.  •  iii.  433  c. 

•  ii.  601  d.  '^  By  putting  a  small  uncial  €  above  the  A . 
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and  Laity  of  the  Diocese  of  Gloucester  and  Bristol,) — 
the  *  Quarterly  Eeviewer '  is  '  innocently  ignorant  of  the  now 
established  principles  of  Textual  Criticism/  ^ 

LXXII.  '  It  is  easy/ — (says  the  learned  Prelate,  speaking 
on  his  own  behalf  and  that  of  his  co-Eevisionists,) — '  to  put 
forth  to  the  world  a  sweeping  condemnation  of  many  of 
our  changes  of  reading ;  and  yet  all  the  while  to  be  innocefrUly 
ignorant  of  the  now  established  prin^dples  of  Texttuil  Criticism.* 

May  we  venture  to  point  out,  that  it  is  easier  still  to 
denounce  adverse  Criticism  in  the  lump,  instead  of  trying  to 
refute  it  in  any  one  particular : — to  refer  vaguely  to  '  esta- 
blished principles  of  Textual  Criticism,'  instead  of  stating 
which  they  be: — to  sneer  contemptuously  at  endeavours^ 
(which,  even  if  unsuccessful,  one  is  apt  to  suppose  are 
entitled  to  sympathy  at  the  hands  of  a  successor  of  the 
Apostles,)  instead  of  showing  wherein  such  efforts  are  repre- 
hensible ?  We  are  content  to  put  the  following  question  to 
any  fair-minded  man: — ^Whether  of  these  two  is  the  more 
facile  and  culpable  proceeding; — (1)  Lightly  to  Uot  out  an 
inspired  word  from  the  Book  of  Life,  and  to  impose  a  wrong 
sense  on  Scripture,  as  in  this  place  the  Bishop  and  his  col- 
leagues are  found  to  have  done : — or,  (2)  To  fetch  the  same 
word  industriously  back:  to  establish  its.  meaning  by 
diligent  and  laborious  enquiry:  to  restore  both  to  their 
rightful  honours :  and  to  set  them  on  a  basis  of  {hitherto 
unobserved)  evidence,  from  which  (Jaxit  DEUS !)  it  will  be 
found  impossible  henceforth  to  dislodge  them  ? 

This  only  will  the  Eeviewer  add, — ^That  if  it  be  indeed 
one  of  the  *  now  established  principles  of  Textual  Criticism/ 


'  Diocesan  Progress^  Jan.  1882. — [pp.  20]  p.  19. 
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that  the  evidence  of  two  manuscripts  and-a-hcdf  outweighs 
the  evidence  of  (1)  All  the  remaining  997J, — (2)  The  whole 
body  of  the  Versions, — (3)  Every  Father  who  quotes  the  place, 
from  A.D.  210  to  a.d.  1070, — and  (4)  The  strongest  possible 
internal  Evidence: — if  all  this  indeed  be  so, — he  devoutly 
trusts  that  he  may  be  permitted  to  retain  his  '  Innocence ' 
to  the  last ;  and  in  his  '  Ignorance/  when  the  days  of  his 
warfare  are  ended,  to  close  his  eyes  in  death. — And  now 
to  proceed. 

LXXIII.  The  Nemesis  of  Superstition  and  Idolatry  is  ever 
the  same.  Phantoms  of  the  imagination  henceforth  usurp  the 
place  of  substantial  forms.  Interminable  doubt, — wretched 
misbelief, — childish  credulity, — judicial  blindness, — are  the 
inevitable  sequel  and  penalty.  The  mind  that  has  long 
allowed  itself  in  a  systematic  trifling  with  Evidence,  is 
observed  to  fall  the  easiest  prey  to  Imposture.  It  has  doubted 
what  is  demonstrcibly  true :  has  rejected  what  is  indubitably 
Divine.  Henceforth,  it  is  observed  to  mistake  its  own 
fantastic  creations  for  historical  facts :  to  believe  things 
which  rest  on  insufiicient  evidence,  or  on  no  evidence  at  all. 
Thus,  these  learned  Professors, — who  condemn  the  'last 
Twelve  Verses  of  the  Gospel  according  to  S.  Mark ; '  which 
have  been  accounted  veritable  Scripture  by  the  Church  Uni- 
versal for  more  than  1800  years; — nevertheless  accept  as 
the  genuine  *  Diatessaron  of  Tatian*  [a.d.  170],  a  production 
which  was  discovered  yesterday,  and  which  does  not  even  claim 
to  be  the  work  of  that  primitive  writer.* 

Yes,  the  Nemesis  of  Superstition  and  Idolatry  is  ever  the 
same.  General  mistrust  of  all  evidence  is  the  sure  result. 
In  1870,  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  solemnly  assured  their 


*  Introduction f  p.  283.     Notes,  pp.  3,  22,  and  jxissm. 
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brother-Revisionists  that  *  the  prevalent  assumption  that 
throughout  the  N.  T.  the  true  Text  is  to  be  found  somewhere 
among  recorded  Readings,  does  iiot  stand  the  test  of  experience,^ 
They  are  evidently  still  haunted  by  the  same  spectral  sus- 
picion. They  invent  a  ghost  to  be  exorcised  in  every  dark 
corner.  Accordingly,  Dr.  Hort  favours  us  with  a  chapter  on 
the  Art  of  '  removing  Corruptions  of  the  sacred  Text  ante- 
cedent to  extant  documents'  (p.  71).  We  are  not  surprised 
(thougli  we  are  a  little  amused)  to  hear  that, — 

'The  Art  of  Conjectural  Emendation  depends  for  its  success 
so  much  on  personal  endowments,  fertility  of  resource  in  the 
first  instance,  and  even  more  an  appreciation  of  language  too 
delicate  1o  acquiesce  in  merely  plaiusible  corrections,  that  it  is 
easy  to  forget  its  true  character  as  a  critical  operation  founded 
on  knowledge  and  method.' — (p.  71.) 

LXXIV.  Very  '  easy,'  certainly.  One  sample  of  Dr.  Hort's 
skill  in  this  department,  (it  occurs  at  page  135  of  his  Notes 
on  Select  Readings^  shall  be  cited  in  illustration.  We  venture 
to  commend  it  to  the  attention  of  our  Readers : — 

{a)  S.  Paul  [2  Tim.  i.  13]  exhorts  Timothy,  (whom  he  had 
set  as  Bp.  over  the  Church  of  Ephesus,)  to  '  hold  fast '  a 
certain  'form '  or  '  pattern '  {vTrorviroDaiv)  '  of  sound  wordSy 
which '  (said  he)  *  thou  hast  heard  of  me'  The  flexibility  and 
delicate  precision  of  the  Greek  language  enables  the  Apostle 
to  indicate  exactly  what  was  the  prime  object  of  his  solicitude. 
It  proves  to  have  been  the  safety  of  the  very  words  which  he 
had  syllabled,  {vyuuvovrcov  Xoy<ov  *nN  wap'  ifioO  ij/covaas;). 
As  learned  Bp.  Beveridge  well  points  out, — *  which  words,  not 
which  form,  thou  hast  heard  of  me.  So  that  it  is  not  so  much 
the  form,  as  the  words  themselves,  which  the  Apostle  would 
have  him  to  hold  fast.'  ^ 


*  Sermons,  vol.   i.   132,— (*^  form  of  soutul  words  to  be  tued   by 
Ministers.^) 
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All  this  however  proves  abhorrent  to  Dr.  Hort.  'This 
sense '  (says  the  learned  Professor)  '  cannot  be  obtained  from 
the  text  except  by  treating  &v  as  put  in  the  genitive  by  an 
unusual  and  inexplicable  attraction.  It  seems  more  probable 
that  &v  is  a  primitive  corruption  of  ov  after  irdvrtov* 

Now,  this  is  quite  impossible,  since  neither  ov  nor  irdvrtov 
occurs  anywhere  in  the  neighbourhood.  And  as  for  the  sup- 
posed '  unusual  and  inexplicable  attraction/  it  happens  to  be 
one  of  even  common  occurrence, — as  every  attentive  reader 
of  the  New  Testament  is  aware.  Examples  of  it  may  be 
seen  at  2  Cor.  i.  4  and  Ephes.  iv.  1, — also  (in  Dr.  Hort's  text 
of)  Ephes.  i.  6  (^9  in  all  3  places).  Again,  in  S.  Luke  v.  9 
(whether  ff  ox  &vi&  read)  :  and  vi.  38  {&)  : — in  S.  Jo.  xv.  20 
(o5)  : — and  xvii.  \1  {&):  in  Acts  ii.  22  {oh)  :  vii.  17  (1J9)  and 
45  {&v) :  in  xxii.  15  {&v)y  &c.  .  .  .  But  why  entertain  the 
question  ?  There  is  absolutely  no  room  for  such  Criticism  in 
respect  of  a  reading  which  is  foimd  in  every  JcTunon  MS., — in 
every  known  Version, — in  every  Father  who  quotes  the  plaice :  a 
reading  which  Divines,  and  Scholars  who  were  not  Divines, — 
Critics  of  the  Text,  and  grammarians  who  were  without 
prepossessions  concerning  Scripture, — Editors  of  the  Greek 
and  Translators  of  the  Greek  into  other  languages, — all  alike 
have  acquiesced  in,  from  the  beginning  until  now. 

We  venture  to  assert  that  it  is  absolutely  unlawful,  in 
the  entire  absence  of  evidence,  to  call  such  a  reading  as  the 
present  in  question.  There  is  absolutely  no  safeguard  for 
Scripture — ^no  limit  to  Controversy — if  a  place  like  this  may 
be  solicited  at  the  mere  suggestion  of  individual  caprice. 
(For  it  is  worth  observing  that  on  this,  and  similar  occasions, 
JDr,  Hort  is  forsaken  by  Dr.  Westcott.  Such  notes  are  enclosed 
in  brackets,  and  subscribed  '  H.*)  In  the  meantime,  who 
can  forbear  smiling  at  the  self-complacency  of  a  Critic  who 
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puts  forth  remarks  like  those  which  precede ;  and  yet  congra- 
tulates himself  on  *  personal  endoioments,  fertility  of  resawrce, 
and  a  too  delicate  appreciation  of  langtmge '  ? 

(b)  Another  specimen  of  conjectural  extravagance  occurs 
at  S.  John  vi.  4,  where  Dr.  Hort  labours  to  throw  suspicion 
on  '  the  Passover '  (to  Trao^a), — in  defiance  of  every  known 
Manuscripty — every  known  Version^ — ^and  every  Faiher  wlu) 
quotes  or  recognizes  the  pUice}  We  find  nine  colv/nins  devoted 
to  his  vindication  of  this  weak  imagination;  although  so 
partial  are  his  Notes^  that  countless  'various  Seadings'  of 
great  interest  and  importance  are  left  wholly  undiscussed. 
Nay,  sometimes  entire  Epistles  are  dismissed  with  a  single 
weak  annotation  (e.g.  1  and  2  Thessalonians), — or  with  none, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Philippians. 

(c)  We  charitably  presume  that  it  is  in  order  to  make 
amends  for  having  conjecturaUy  thrust  out  to  i^curya  from  S. 
John  vi.  4, — that  Dr.  Hort  is  for  conjecturally  thrusting  into 
Acts  XX.  28,  tiov  (after  toO  tStov), — an  imagination  to  which 
he  devotes  a  column  and-a-half,  but /or  whif^  he  is  not  able  to 
produce  a  particle  of  evidence.  It  would  result  in  our  read- 
ing, 'to  feed  the  Church  of  God,  which  He  purchased ' — {not 
'with  His  oum  blood,'  but) — 'with  the  blood  of  His  own 
Son  : '  which  has  evidently  been  suggested  by  nothing  so 
much  as  by  the  supposed  necessity  of  getting  rid  of  a  text 
which  unequivocally  asserts  that  Christ  is  God.* 


'  Quoted  by  p8.-Ephraem  Evan,  Cone  p.  135  1.  2 : — Nonnus : — Chrys. 
viii.  248:— Cyril  iv.  260  e,  270  a,  273 :— Cranier'a  Ca<.p.242  L  26  (which 
is  not  from  Chrys.): — Chron,  Paschale  217a  (diserte). — Recognized  by 
Melito  (a.d.  170): — Irenaeus  (a.d.  177): — Hippolytus  (a.d.  190): — 
Origen : — Eusebius : — Apollinarius  Laod.,  &c. 

'  This  is  the  true  reason  of  the  eagemass  which  has  been  displayed  in 
certain  quarters  to  find  oy,  (not  Bcor)  in  1  IMm.  iii.  16 : — ^just  as  nothing 
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LXXV.  Some  will  be  chiefly  struck  by  the  conceit  and 
presumption  of  such  suggestions  as  the  foregoing.  A  yet 
larger  number,  as  we  believe,  will  be  astonished  by  their 
essential  foolishness.  For  ourselves,  what  surprises  us  most 
is  the  fatal  misapprehension  they  evince  of  the  true  oflSce 
of  Textual  Criticism  as  applied  to  the  New  Testament.  It 
never  is  to  invent  new  Headings,  but  only  to  adjudicate 
between  existing  and  conflicting  ones.  He  who  seeks  to 
thrust  out '  THE  Passover  '  from  S.  John  vi.  4,  (where  it  may 
on  no  account  be  dispensed  with  ^) ;  and  to  thrust '  the  Son  * 
into  Acts  XX.  28,  (where  His  Name  cannot  stand  without 
evacuating  a  grand  Theological  statement)  ; — will  do  well  to 
consider  whether  he  does  not  bring  himself  directly  under 
the  awful  malediction  with  which  the  beloved  Disciple  con- 
cludes and  seals  up  the  Canon  of  Scripture : — "  I  testify  unto 
every  man  that  heareth  the  words  of  the  prophecy  of  this 
Book, — K  any  man  shall  add  unto  these  things,  God  shall 
add  unto  him  the  plagues  that  are  written  in  this  Book. 
And  if  any  man  shall  take  away  from  the  words  of  the 
Book  of  this  prophecy,  God  shall  take  away  his  part  out  of 
the  Book  of  Life,  and  out  of  the  holy  City,  and  from  the 
things  which  are  written  in  this  Book."^ 

May  we  be  allowed  to  assure  Dr.  Hort  that '  Conjectural 
Emendation  '  can  be  allowed  no  place  w^hatever  in  the 
Textual  Criticism  of  the  New  Testament?  He  will  no 
doubt  disregard    our    counsel.      May  Dr.    Scrivener  then 


else  but  a  determination  that  Christ  shall  not  be  spoken  of  as  6  i^v  iwi 
irdvTtov  9c6r,  has  occasioned  the  supposed  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of 
Bom.  ix.  6, — in  which  we  rejoice  to  find  that  Dr.  Westcott  refuses  to 
concur  with  Dr.  Hort. 

*  See  Dr.  W.  H.  Mill's  University  Sermons  (1845),— pp.  301-2  and 
305  : — a  volume  which  should  be  found  in  every  clergyman's  library. 

«  Rev.  xxii.  18, 19. 
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[p.  433]  be  permitted  to  remind  him  that  "  it  is  now  agreed 
among  competent  judges  that  Conjectural  emendation  must 
never  be  resorted  to,— even  in  passages  of  acknowledged 
difficulty  "  ? 

There  is  in  fact  no  need  for  it, — nor  can  be :  so  very 
ample,  as  well  as  so  very  varied,  is  the  evidence  for  the 
words  of  the  New  Testament. 

LXXVI.  Here  however  we  regret  to  find  we  have  both 
Editors  against  us.     They  propose  '  the  definite  question,' — 

*  *'  Are  there,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  places  in  which  wo  are 
constrained  by  overwhelming  evidence  to  recognize  the  existence  of 
Textual  error  in  cUl  extant  documents?"  To  this  question 
we  have  no  hesitation  in  replying  in  the  affirmative.' — (p.  279.) 

Behold  then  the  deliberate  sentence  of  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort.  They  flatter  themselves  that  they  are  able  to 
produce  *  overwhelming  evidence*  in  proof  that  there  are 
places  where  every  extant  documefnt  is  in  error.  The  instance 
on  which  they  both  rely,  is  S.  Peter's  prophetic  announce- 
ment (2  Pet.  iii.  10),  that  in  '  the  day  of  the  Lord,'  '  the 
earth  and  the  works  that  are  therein  shaU  he  burned  up* 
(KaraKaija'€Tai). 

This  statement  is  found  to  have  been  glossed  or  para- 
phrased in  an  age  when  men  knew  no  better.  Thus,  Cod,  c 
substitutes  — '  shall  vanish  away :  *  *  the  Syriac  and  one 
Egyptian  version, — '  shall  n^ot  be  found,*  (apparently  in  imi- 
tation of  Eev.  xvi.  20).  But,  either  because  the  *  not '  was 
accidentally  omitted'  in  some  very  ancient  exemplar; — 

'  diJHipia'B^a'omu, 

'  This  happens  not  unfrequently  in  codices  of  the  type  of  K  and  b.  A 
famous  instance  occurs  at  Col.  ii.  18,  (&  /i^  cMpcuccir  iftfiarevmyy — *  prying 
into  the  things  he  hath  not  seen ') ;  where  fiC  *  a  B  d  •  and  a  little  handful  of 
suspicious  documents  leave  out  the  ' not*     Our  Editors,  rather  than  re- 
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or  else  because  it  was  deemed  a  superfluity  by  some  Occi- 
dental critic  who  in  his  simplicity  supposed  that  evpeOriaereu 
might  well  represent  the  Latin  urerentur, — (somewhat  as 
Mrs.  Quickly  warranted  '  hang  Iwg '  to  be  Latin  for  *  bacon/) 
— codices  k  and  B  (with  four  others  of  later  date)  exhibit 
'  shall  be  found  *^ — which  obviously  makes  utter  nonsense  of 
the  place.  (EvpeOija'crat  appears,  nevertheless,  in  Dr.  Hort's 
text :  in  conseqtcence  of  which,  the  margin  of  our  '  Bevised 
Version'  is  disfigured  with  the  statement  that  *>The  most 
ancient  manuscripts  read  discovered.*)  But  what  is  there  in 
all  this  to  make  one  distrust  the  Traditional  reading  ? — sup- 
ported as  it  is  by  the  whole  mass  of  Copies :  by  the  Latin,' 
— the  Coptic, — the  Harkleian, — and  the  iEthiopic  Versions : 
— besides  the  only  Fathers  who  quote  the  place ;  viz.  Cyril 
seven  times,^  and  John  Damascene  *  once  ? ...  As  for  pretend- 
ing, at  the  end  of  the  foregoing  enquiry,  that '  we  are  can- 
strained  by  overwhelming  evidence  to  recognize  the  existence 
of  textual  error  in  all  extant  documents,* — it  is  evidently  a 
mistake.     Nothing  else  is  it  but  a  misstatement  of  facts. 


cognize  this  blunder  (so  obvious  and  ordinary !),  are  for  conjecturing  a 
€OPAK€N  6MBAT6YU)N  into  A€ PA  K€N€MBAT€YU)N;  which  (if 
it  means  anything  at  all)  may  as  well  mean, — 'proceeding  on  an  aixy 
foundation  to  offer  an  empty  conjecture.'  Dismissing  that  conjecture  as 
worthless,  we  have  to  set  oflf  the  whole  mass  of  the  copies — against  some 
6  or  7 : — Irenaeus  (i.  847),  Theodorus  Mops,  (in  loc.),  Chrys.  (xL  372), 
Theodoret  (iii.  489,  490),  John  Damascene  (ii.  211) — against  no  Fathers 
at  all  (for  Origen  once  has  firf  [iv.  665] ;  once,  has  it  not  [iii.  63] ;  and 
once  is  doubtful  [i.  583]).  Jerome  and  Augustine  both  take  notice  of  the 
diversity  of  reading,  but  only  to  ryect  it. — The  Syriac  versions,  the  Vulgate, 
Gothic,  Georgian,  Sclavonic,  ^thiopic,  Arabic  and  Armenian — (we  owe  the 
information,  as  usual,  to  Dr.  Malan)— are  to  be  set  against  the  suspicious 
Coptic.  All  these  then  are  with  the  Traditional  Text:  which  cannot 
seriously  be  suspected  of  error. 

^  tvptBria-rrai.  '  Augustin.  vii.  595. 

»  ii.  467 :  iii.  865 :— ii.  707 :  iii.  800 ;— ii.  901.     In  Luc.  pp.  428,  654. 

♦  ii.  347. 
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LXXVII.  And  thtis,  in  the  entire  absence  of  proof,  Dr. 
Hort's  view  of  '  the  existence  of  corruptions '  of  the  Text 
'  antecedent  to  all  existing  authority/^ — falls  to  the  ground. 
His  confident  prediction,  that  such  corruptions  '  will  sooner 
or  later  have  to  be  acknowledged/  may  be  dismissed  with 
a  smile.  So  indifferent  an  interpreter  of  the  Past  may  not 
presume  to  forecast  the  Future. 

The  one  '  matter  of  fact/  which  at  every  step  more  and 
more  impresses  an  attentive  student  of  the  Text  of  Scripture, 
is, — (1st),  The  utterly  depraved  character  of  Codices  B  and 
K :  and  (2nd),  The  singular  infatuation  of  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort  in  insisting  that  those  2  Codices  '  stand  alone  in  their 
almost  complete  immunity  from  error :  *  ^ — ^that  '  the  fullest 
comparison  does  but  increase  the  conviction  that  tfieir  pre* 
eminent  relative  purity  is  approxvmoMy  absolute*^ 

LXXVIII.  Whence  is  it, — (we  have  often  asked  ourselves 
the  question,  while  studying  these  laborious  pages,) — How 
does  it  happen  that  a  scholar  like  Dr.  Hort,  evidently 
accomplished  and  able,  should  habitually  mistake  the 
creations  of  his  own  brain  for  material  forms  ?  the  echoes 
of  his  own  voice  while  holding  colloquy  with  himself,  for 
oracular  responses  ?  We  have  not  hitherto  expressed  our 
astonishment, — but  must  do  so  now  before  we  make  an  end, 
— that  a  writer  who  desires  to  convince,  can  suppose  that 
his  own  arbitrary  use  of  such  expressions  as  '  Pre-Syrian ' 
and  '  Neutral,'  —  '  Western '  and  '  Alexandrian,'  —  '  Non- 
Western  '  and  '  Non- Alexandrian,' — '  Non- Alexandrian  Pre- 
Syrian  '  and  *  Pre-Syrian  Non- Western,' — will  produce  any 
(except  an  irritating)  effect  on  the  mind  of  an  intelligent  reader. 

The  delusion  of  supposing  that  by  the  free  use  of  such  a 
vocabulary  a  Critic  may  dispense  with  the  ordinary  processes 


*  Preface  to  *  Provisional  issue/  p.  xxi. 

*  JntrodiActUm  p.  210.  '  Ibid.  p.  276. 
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of  logical  proof,  might  possibly  have  its  beginning  in  the 
retirement  of  the  cloister,  where  there  are  few  to  listen  and 
none  to  contradict :  but  it  can  only  prove  abiding  if  there 
has  been  no  free  ventilation  of  the  individual  fancy.  Greatly 
is  it  to  be  regretted  that  instead  of  keeping  his  Text  a 
profound  secret  for  30  years,  Dr.  Hort  did  not  freely  impart 
it  to  the  public,  and  solicit  the  favour  of  candid  criticism. 

Has  no  friend  ever  reminded  him  that  assertions  concern- 
ing the  presence  or  absence  of  a  *  Syrian '  or  a  '  Pre-Syrian/ 
a  ' Western '  or  a  ' Non- Western  demerit*  are  but  wind, — 
the  merest  cliaff  and  draff, — apart  from  proof  t  Repeated  ad 
natiseam,  and  employed  with  as  much  peremptory  precisiott 
as  if  they  were  recognized  terms  connoting  distinct  classes 
of  Headings, — (whereas  they  are  absolutely  without  signifi- 
cancy,  except,  let  us  charitably  hope,  to  him  who  employs 
them); — such  expressions  would  only  be  allowable  on  the 
part  of  the  Critic,  if  he  had  first  been  at  the  pains  to  index 
every  principal  Father, — and  to  reduce  Texts  to  families  by  a 
laborious  process  of  Induction.  Else,  they  are  worse  than 
foolish.  More  than  an  impertinence  are  they.  They  bewilder, 
and  mislead,  and  for  a  while  encumber  and  block  the  way. 

LXXIX.  This  is  not  all  however.  Even  when  these 
Editors  notice  hostile  evidence,  they  do  so  after  a  fashion 
which  can  satisfy  no  one  but  themselves.  Take  for  example 
their  note  on  the  word  dicri  (*  witlwut  a  cause ')  in  S.  Matthew 
V.  22  (*  But  I  say  imto  you,  that  whosoever  is  angry  with  his 
brother  withmtt  a  caicse ').  The  Reader's  attention  is  specially 
invited  to  the  treatment  which  this  place  has  experienced  at 
the  hands  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort : — 

(a)  They  unceremoniously  eject  the  word  from  S.  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  with  their  oracular  sentence,  '  Western  and 
Syrian' — Aware  that  elio}  is  recognized  by  * Iren.  laf®  ;  Eus. 
2>.  E,  Cyp.,'  they  yet  claim  for  omitting  it  the  authority  of 
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*  Just.  Ptolem.  ( ?  Iren.  242  fin,),  Tert. ;  and  certainly '  (they 
proceed)  '  Orig.  on  Eph,  iv.  31,  noticing  both  readings,  and 
similarly  Hier.  foe.,  who  probably  follows  Origen :  also  Ath. 
Pasch,  Syr.  11 :  Ps.-Ath.  Cast,  ii.  4;  and  others' ....  Such 
is  their  *  Note '  on  S.  Matthew  v.  22.  It  is  found  at  p.  8  of 
their  volume.  In  consequence,  eMOf  (^  withotU  a  cause  *)  dis- 
appears from  their  Text  entirely. 

(h)  But  these  learned  men  are  respectfully  imformed  that 
neither  Justin  Martyr,  nor  Ptolemaeus  the  Gnostic,  nor 
Irenseus,  no,  nor  TertuUian  either, — that  not  one  of  these  four 
writers, — supplies  the  wished-for  evidence.  As  for  Origen, — 
they  are  assured  that  he — not  'probably'  but  certainly — ^is  the 
cause  of  all  the  trouble.  They  are  reminded  that  Athanasius  ^ 
quotes  {Twt  S.  Matt.  v.  22,  but)  1  Jo.  iii.  15.  They  are  shown 
that  what  they  call  'ps.-Ath.  Cojit!  is  nothing  else  but  a 
paraphrastic  translation  (by  GtsbcuIus  quidam)  of  John  Cas- 
sian's  Institutes, — *  ii.  4 '  in  the  Greek  representing  viii.  20  in 
the  Latin.  .  .  .  And  now,  how  much  of  the  adverse  Evidence 
remains  ? 

(c)  Only  this : — Jerome's  three  books  of  Commentary  on 
the  Ephesians,  are,  in  the  main,  a  translation  of  Origen's 
lost  3  books  on  the  same  Epistle.^  Commenting  on  iv.  31, 
Origen  says  that  eucrj  has  been  improperly  added  to  the 
Text,* — which  shows  that  in  Origen's  copy  elscfj  was  faumd 
there,  A  few  ancient  writers  in  consequence  (but  only  in 
consequence)  of  what  Jerome  (or  rather  Origen)  thus  delivers, 
are  observed  to  omit  €t#c^.*    That  is  all ! 

(d)  May  we  however  respectfully  ask  these  learned 
Editors  why,  besides  Irenaeus,' — Eusebitis,' — and  Cyprian,*— 


»  Apud  Mai,  vL  105.  •  0pp.  vii.  643.    Comp.  369. 

>  Ap.  Cramer,  Cat,  vL  187.  *  So,  Nilus,  L  270. 

*  Interp,  595 :  C07.  «  Dem.  Evan.  p.  444.  »  P.  306. 
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they  do  not  mention  that  el/crj  is  also  the  reading  of  Justin 
Martyr,^ — of  Origen  himself,* — of  the  ConstittUianes  App.,^ — 
of  Basil  three  times/ — of  Gregory  of  Nyssa,' — of  Epi- 
phanius,'— of  Ephraem  Synis  twice,' — of  Isidorus  twice," — 
of  Theodore  of  Mops.,  —  of  Chrysostom  18  times, — of  the 
Opus  imp,  twice,* — of  Cyril^® — and  of  Theodoret^^ — (each  in 
3  places).  It  was  also  the  reading  of  Severus,  Abp.  of 
Antioch : " — as  well  as  of  Hilary," — Lucifer,^* — Salvian,** — 
Philastrius," — Augustine,  and — Jerome," — (although,  when 
translating  from  Origen,  he  pronounces  against  eucfj ")  : — not 
to  mention  Antiochus  mon.,^* — J.  Damascene,'® — Maximus,'* 

— Photius,^ — Euthymius, — Theophylact, — and  others  ?  ^ 

We  have  adduced  no  less  than  thirty  ancient  witnesses. 

(e)  Our  present  contention  however  is  but  this, — that  a 
Reading  which  is  attested  by  evert/  uncial  Copy  of  the  Gospels 
except  B  and  n  ;  by  a  whole  torrent  of  Fathers ;  by  every 
hwvm  copy  of  the  old  Latin, — by  all  the  Syriac,  (for  the 
Peschito   inserts  [not  translates]   the   word   et/c^,) — by   the 


^  Epist,  ad  Zen,  iii.  1.  78.  Note,  that  our  learned  Cave  considered  this 
to  be  a  genuine  work  of  Justin  M.  (a.d.  150). 

'  Cantic,  (an  early  work)  interp,  iii.  39, — though  elsewhere  (i.  112,  181 
[?] :  ii.  305  int,  [but  not  ii.  419])  he  is  for  leaving  out  tlKrj, 

3  Gall.  iii.  72  and  161. 

*  ii.  89  b  and  o  (partly  quoted  in  the  Cat.  of  Nicetas)  expressly :  265. 

*  i.  818  expressly, 

*  ii.  312  (preserved  in  Jerome's  Latin  translation,  i.  240). 

•^  i.  132 ;  iii.  442.  «  472,  634.  •  Ap.  Chrys. 

»o  iii.  768 :  apud  Mai,  ii.  6  and  iii.  268. 
"  i.  48,  664 ;  iv.  946.  "  Cramer's  CcU.  viii.  12,  line  14. 

"  128,  625.        "  GaU.  vi.  181.        *«  Gall.  x.  14.        "  Gall.  vii.  509. 
"  i.  27,  written  when  he  was  42 ;  and  ii.  733,  739,  written  when  he 
was  84. 

"  vii.  26, — *  Badendum  est  ergo  sine  causft.*    And  so,  at  p.  636. 
»•  1064.  »  ii.  261.  «  ii.  592. 

"*  Amphilochia,  (Athens,  1858,) — p.  317.     Also  in  Cat, 
^  Apophthegm,  PF,  [ap.  Cotcl.   Ecd,  Or,  Mon,  i.  622]. 
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Coptic, — as  well  as  by  the  Gothic — and  Annenian  versions  ; 
— that  such  a  reading  is  not  to  be  set  aside  by  the  stupid 
dictum, '  WESTERN  and  StrianJ  By  no  such  methods  will  the 
study  of  Textual  Criticism  be  promoted,  or  any  progress  ever 
be  made  in  determining  the  Truth  of  Scripture.  There  really 
can  be  no  doubt  whatever, — (that  is  to  say,  if  we  are  to  be 
guided  by  aTuAervt  Evidence,) — that  eucfj  ('  witfunU  a  cause  *)  was 
our  Saviour's  actual  word ;  and  that  our  Bevisers  have  been 
here,  as  in  so  many  hundred  other  places,  led  astray  by  Dr. 
Hort.  So  true  is  that  saying  of  the  ancient  poet, — 'Evil 
company  doth  corrupt  good  manners.'  'And  if  the  blind 
lead  the  blind,' — (a  greater  than  Menander  hath  said  it,) — 
*  both  shaUfcM  into  the  ditch/  ^ 

(/)  In  the  meantime,  we  have  exhibited  somewhat  in  de- 
tail, Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort's  Annotation  on  euc^,  [S.  Matth. 
V.  22,]  in  order  to  furnish  our  Beaders  with  at  least  one  defi- 
nite specimen  of  the  Editorial  skill  and  Critical  ability  of 
these  two  accomplished  Professors.  Their  general  practice, 
as  exhibited  in  the  case  of  1  Jo.  v.  18,  [see  above,  pp.  347-9,] 
is  to  tamper  with  the  sacred  Text,  without  assigning  their 
authority, — indeed,  without  oflfering  apology  of  any  kind. 

(ff)  The  sum  of  the  matter  proves  to  be  as  follows :  Codd. 
B  and  K  (the  '  two  false  Witnesses '), — B  and  k,  alone  of  MSS, 
— omit  eucTj,  On  the  strength  of  this.  Dr.  Hort  persuaded 
Ids  fellow  Eevisers  to  omit  *witiumt  a  cause*  from  their 
Revised  Version:  and  it  is  proposed,  in  consequence,  that 
every  Englishman's  copy  of  S.  Matthew  v.  22  shall  be  muti- 
lated in  the  same  way  for  ever.  .  .  .  DelirarU  reges,  plec- 
tuTitwr  Achivi. 

(h)  But  the  question  arises — Will  the  Church  of  England 
submit  to  have  her  immemorial  heritage  thus  filched  from 

'  a  Matth.  XV.  14. 
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her?    We  shall  be  astonished  indeed  if  she  proves  so  r^ard- 
less  of  her  birthright. 

LXXX.  Lastly,  the  intellectual  habits  of  these  Editors 
have  led  them  so  to  handle  evidence,  that  the  sense  of  pro- 
portion seems  to  have  forsaken  them.    "  He  who  has  long 
pondered  over  a  train  of  Seasoning," — (remarks  the  elder 
Critic,) — '*  becomes  unaMe  to  detect  its  weak  points/'^      Yes, 
the  '  idols  of  the  den '  exercise  at  last  a  terrible  ascendency 
over  the  Critical  judgment.     It  argues  an  utter  want  of 
mental  perspective,  when  we  find  *  the  Man  working  on  the 
Sabbath,'  put  on  the  same  footing  with  *  the  Woman  taken 
in  Adultery,'  and  conjectured  to  have  *  come  from  the  same 
source :  * — the  incident  of  '  the  Angel  troubling  the  pool  of 
Bethesda'  dismissed,  as  having  *no  claim  to  any  kind  ^ 
association  with  the  true  Text : '  ^ — and  *  the  two  Supplements  ' 
to  S.  Mark's  Gospel  declared  to  *  stand  on  equal  terms  as 
independent  attempts  to  fill  up  a  gap ; '  and  allowed  to  be 
possibly  *  of  equal  antiquity!  ^    How  can  we  wonder,  after 
this,  to  find  anything  omitted, — anything  inserted, — anything 
branded  with  suspicion  ?    And  the  brand  is  very  freely  ap- 
plied by  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort.    Their  notion  of  the  Text 
of  the  New  Testament,  is  certainly  the  most  extraordinary 
ever  ventilated.    It  has  at  least  the  merit  of  entire  originfidity. 
While  they  eagerly  insist  that  many  a  passage  is  but  *at 
Western  interpolation '  after  all ;  is  but  an  '  Evangelic  Tradi- 
tion,' '  rescued  from  oblivion  by  the  Scribes  of  the  second 
century ; '  —  they  yet    incorporate  those  passages  wOh    the 
Gospel,    Careful  enough  to  clap  them  into  fetters  first,  they 
then,   (to    use    their    own    queer   phrase,)  —  *  provisionally 
associate  them  with  the  Text! 


Oospd  of  the  Resurrection^ — p.  vii.        •  Introduction^  pp.  300-2. 

>  Ihid.  p.  299. 
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LXXXI.  We  submit,  on  the  contrary,  that  Editors  who 
*  camwt  doubt '  that  a  certain  verse '  comes  from  an  extraneous 
source,' — 'do  not  believe  that  it  belonged  originally  to  the 
Book  in  which  it  is  now  included,' — are  unreasonable  if  they 
proceed  to  assign  to  it  any  actual  place  there  at  all.  When 
men  have  once  thoroughly  convinced  themselves  that  two 
Verses  of  S.  Luke's  Gospel  are  not  Scripture,  but  'only  a 
fragment  from  the  Traditions,  written  or  oral,  which  were 
for  a  while  locally  CTirrent ; '  ^— -what  else  is  it  but  the 
merest  trifling  with  sacred  Truth,  to  promote  those  two 
verses  to  a  place  in  the  inspired  context  ?  Is  it  not  to  be 
feared,  that  the  conscious  introduction  of  human  Tradition 
into  God's  written  Word  will  in  the  end  destroy  the  soul's 
confidence  in  Scripture  itself?  opening  the  door  for  per- 
plexity, and  doubt,  and  presently  for  Unbelief  itself  to  enter. 

LXXXII.  And  let  us  not  be  told  that  the  Verses  stand 
there  *  provisionally '  only ;  and  for  that  reason  are  '  enclosed 
witliin  double  brackets.'  Suspected  felons  are  '  provisionally ' 
locked  up,  it  is  true :  but  after  trial,  they  are  either  con- 
victed and  removed  out  of  sight ;  or  else  they  are  acquitted 
and  suffered  to  come  abroad  like  other  men.  Brs.  Westcott 
and  Hort  have  no  right  at  the  end  of  thirty  years  of  investi- 
gation, stiU  to  encumber  the  Evangelists  with  'provisional' 
fetters.  Those  fetters  either  signify  that  the  Judge  is  afraid 
to  carry  out  his  own  righteous  sentence :  or  else,  that  he  erUer^ 
tains  a  secret  suspicion  that  he  Juis  madp  a  terrible  mistaJce 
after  all, — has  condemned  the  innocent.  Let  these  esteemed 
Scholars  at  least  have  *  the  courage  of  their  own  convictions,' 
and  be  throughout  as  consistent  as,  in  two  famous  instances 
(viz.  at  pages  113  and  241),  they  have  been.  Else,  in  GtOd's 
Name,  let  them  have  the  manliness  to  avow  themselves  in 


^  Appendix,  p.  66. 
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error:  abjure  their  irp&rov  -^^809;  and  cast  the  fantastic 
Theory,  which  they  have  so  industriously  reared  upon  it, 
unreservedly,  to  the  winds ! 

LXXXIII.  To  conclude. — It  will  be  the  abiding  distinction 
of  the  Eevised  Version  (thanks  to  Dr,  ffort,)  that  it  brought 
to  the  front  a  question  which  has  slept  for  about  100  years ; 
but  which  may  not  be  suffered  now  to  rest  undisturbed  any 
longer.  It  might  have  slumbered  on  for  another  half- 
century, — a  subject  of  deep  interest  to  a  very  little  band  of 
Divines  and  Scholars ;  of  perplexity  and  distrust  to  all  the 
World  besides ; — bid  for  the  incident  which  will  make  the 
17th  of  May,  1881,  for  ever  memorable  in  the  Annals  of  the 
Church  of  England. 

LXXXIV.  The  Publication  on  that  day  of  the  *  Bevised 
English  Version  of  the  New  Testament'  instantly  concen- 
trated public  attention  on  the  neglected  problem :  for  men 
saw  at  a  glance  that  the  Traditional  Text  of  1530  years' 
standing, — (the  exact  number  is  Dr.  Hort's,  not  ours,) — had 
been  unceremoniously  set  aside  in  favour  of  an  entirely  differeni 
Recension.  The  true  Authors  of  the  mischief  were  not  far  to 
seek.  Just  five  days  before, — under  the  editorship  of  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort,  (Eevisionists  themselves,) — had  appeared 
the  most  extravagant  Text  which  has  seen  the  light  since  the 
invention  of  Printing.  No  secret  was  made  of  the  fact  that, 
under  pledges  of  strictest  secrecy,^  a  copy  of  this  wild  per- 
formance (marked  *  Confidential ')  had  been  entrusted  to 
every  member  of  the  Revising  body :  and  it  has  since  trans- 
pired that  Dr.  Hort  advocated  his  own  peculiar  views  in  the 
Jerusalem  Chamber  with  so  much  volubility,  eagerness,  per- 
tinacity, and  plausibility,  that  in  the  end — notwithstanding 


'  See  Scrivener's  Introduction,  p.  432. 
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the  warnings,  remonstraaces,  entreaties  of  Dr.  Scrivener, — 
his  counsels  prevailed;  and — the  utter  shipwreck  of  the 
*  Eevised  Version  '  has  been,  (as  might  have  been  confidently 
predicted,)  the  disastrous  consequence.  Dr.  Hort  is  calcu- 
lated to  have  talked  for  three  years  out  of  the  ten. 

But  in  the  meantime  there  has  arisen  this  good  out  of  the 
calamity, — namely,  that  men  will  at  last  require  that  the 
Textual  problem  shall  be  fairly  threshed  out.  They  will 
insist  on  having  it  proved  to  their  satisfaction, — (1)  That 
Codices  B  and  K  are  indeed  the  oracular  documents  which 
their  admirers  pretend;  and — (2)  That  a  narrow  selection 
of  ancient  documents  is  a  secure  foundation  on  which  to 
build  the  Text  of  Scripture.  Failing  this, — (and  the  onus 
probandi  rests  wholly  with  those  who  are  for  setting  aside 
the  Traditional  Text  in  favour  of  another,  entirely  dissimilar 
in  character,) — failing  this,  we  say,  it  is  reasonable  to  hope 
that  the  counsels  of  the  *  Qtmrterly  Beview '  will  be  suffered 
to  prevail.  In  the  meantime,  we  repeat  that  this  question 
has  now  to  be  fought  out :  for  to  ignore  it  any  longer  is 
impossible.  Compromise  of  any  sort  between  the  two  con- 
flicting parties,  is  impossible  also ;  for  they  simply  contra- 
dict one  another.  Codd.  B  and  k  are  either  among  the  purest 
of  manuscripts, — or  else  they  are  among  the  very  foulest. 
The  Text  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  is  either  the  very  best 
which  has  ever  appeared, — or  else  it  is  the  very  worst ;  the 
nearest  to  the  sacred  Autographs, — or  the  furthest  from  them. 
There  is  no  room  for  both  opinions ;  and  there  cannot  exist 
any  middle  view. 

The  question  will  have  to  be  fought  out ;  and  it  must  be 
fought  out  fairly.  It  may  not  be  magisterially  settled ;  but 
must  be  advocated,  on  either  side,  by  the  old  logical  method. 
If  Continental  Scholars  join  in  the  fray,  England, — which 
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in  the  last  century  took  the  lead  in  these  studies, — will,  it 
is  to  be  hoped,  maintain  her  ancient  reputation  and  again 
occupy  the  front  rank.  The  combatants  may  be  sure  that, 
in  consequence  of  all  that  has  happened,  the  public  will  be 
no  longer  indifferent  spectators  of  the  fray;  for  the  issue 
concerns  the  inner  life  of  the  whole  community, — touches 
men's  very  heart  of  hearts.  Certain  it  is  that — *  God  defend 
tJie  Right  !  *  will  be  the  one  aspiration  of  every  faithful  spirit 
among  us.  The  Truth, — (we  avow  it  on  behalf  of  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort  as  eagerly  as  on  our  own  behalf,) — God's 
Truth  will  be,  as  it  has  been  throughout,  the  one  object  of 
all  our  striving.     KtKivov  aXkipop  eliriy  to  S'  eS  i/t^raro). 


I  HAVE  BEEN  VERY  JEALOUS  FOR  THE  LORD  GOD  OP  HOSTS. 


LETTEB  TO 


BISHOP     ELLICOTT, 


IN    REPLY   TO   HIS    PAMPHLET. 


**  Nothing  is  more  satisfactory  at  the  present  time  than  the  evident 
feelings  of  veneration  for  our  Authorized  Version,  and  the  very  generally- 
felt  desire  for  as  little  change  as  possible.^ — Bishop  Elucott.^ 

'*  We  may  he  satisfied  with  the  attempt  to  correct  plain  and  dear 
errors,  hut  there  it  is  our  duty  to  stopJ* — Bishop  Eluoott." 

"  We  have  now,  at  all  events,  no  fear  of  an  over-corrected  Version/* — 
Bishop  Ellioott.' 


'*  I  fear  we  must  say  in  candour  that  in  the  Hevised  Version  we  meet 
in  every  page  with  small  changes,  which  are  vexatious,  teasing,  and  irri- 
tating, even  the  more  so  because  they  are  smaU ;  which  seem  almost  to  be 
made  for  tJte  sake  of  change,^ — ^Bishop  Wobdswobth.* 

[The  question  arises,}—"  Whether  the  Church  of  England, — ^which  in 
her  Synod,  so  far  as  this  Province  is  concerned,  sanctioned  a  Revision  of 
her  Authorized  Version  under  the  express  condition,  which  she  most  wisely 
imposed,  that  no  Changes  should  be  made  in  it  except  what  were  absolutely 
necessary, — could  consistently  accept  a  Version  in  which  36,000  changes 
have  heen  made ;  not  a  fiftieth  of  which  can  be  shown  to  be  needed,  or  even 
desirable,'^ — Bishop  Wordsworth.*^ 


*  On  Revision, — p.  99. 

*  Speech  in  Convocation,  Feb.  1870,  (p.  83.) 
'  On  Revinon, — p.  205, 

*  Address  to  Lincoln  Diocesan  Conference, — p.  25, 
»  Ibid,,— p.  27. 


LETTER  TO 
THE  RIGHT  REV.  CHARLES  JOHN  ELLICOTT.  D.D., 

BISHOP  OF  OLOUCBSTEK  AND  BRISTOL. 
IN  BEPLY  TO  mS  PAMPHLET  IN  DEFENCE  OF 

THE   REVISERS   AND   THEIR    GREEK   TEXT   OF 

THE  NEW  TESTAMENT. 

"  What  coubse  would  Revisers  have  us  to  follow  ?  .  .  .  Would 

IT  BE  WELL  FOB  THEM  TO  AOREB   ON    A    CbITICAL    GbEXK    TeXT?       TO 

this  questios  we  venture  to  answer  vert  unhesitatingly  in  the 
negative. 

'*  Though  ws  have  much  critical  matebial,  and  a  vebt  faib 
amount  of  cbitical  knowtiedoe,  we  have  certainly  not  yet  ac- 
QUIRED SUFFICIENT  Critical  Judgment  fob  any  body  of  Revisebs 
hopefully  to  undebtake  such  a  wobk  as  this." 

Bishop  Ellicott.* 

My  Lord  Bishop, 

Last  May,  you  published  a  pamphlet  of  seventy-nine 
pages*  in  vindication  of  the  Greek  Text  recently  put  forth  by 


'  Considerations  on  Revision^ — p.  44.  The  Preface  is  dated  23rd  May, 
1870.    The  Revisers  met  on  the  22nd  of  June. 

We  learn  from  Dr.  Newth's  Lectures  on  Bthie  Revision  (1881), 
that, — ''  As  the  general  Rules  under  which  the  Revision  was  to  be  carried 
out  had  been  carefully  prepared,  no  need  existed  for  any  lengthened 
discussion  of  preliminary  arrangements,  and  the  Company  upon  its  first 
meeting  was  able  to  enter  at  once  upon  its  work"  (p.  118) . . .  "The 
portion  prescribed  for  the  first  session  was  Matt.  i.  to  iv."  (p.  119). .  . 
"  The  question  of  the  spelling  of  proper  names  .  .  .  being  settled,  the 
Company  proceeded  to  the  actual  details  of  the  Revision,  and  in  a 
surprisingly  short  time  settled  down  to  an  established  method  of  pro- 
cedure."— "All  proposals  made  at  the  first  Revision  were  decided  by 
simple  majorities  "  (p.  122)  ..."  The  questions  which  concerned  the  Greek 
Text  were  decided  for  the  most  part  at  the  First  Revision,^  (Bp.  Ellicott's 
Pamphlet,  p.  34.) 

2  The  Reifisers    and    the  Grefk  Text  of   the  New  Testament,  hy  two 

2  B 
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the  New  Testament  Company  of  Eevisers.  It  was  (you  said) 
your  Answer  to  the  first  and  second  of  my  Articles  in  the 
Qtmrterly  Review:^  —  all  three  of  which,  corrected  and 
enlarged,  are  now  submitted  to  the  public  for  the  second 
time.     See  above,  from  page  1  to  page  367. 

[1]  Preliminary  Statement, 

You  may  be  quite  sure  that  I  examined  your  pamphlet  as 
soon  as  it  appeared,  with  attention.  I  have  since  read  it 
through  several  times :  and — I  must  add — with  ever-increasing 
astonishment.  First,  because  it  is  so  evidently  the  production 
of  one  who  has  never  made  Textual  Criticism  seriously  his 
study.  Next,  because  your  pamphlet  is  no  refutation  whatever 
of  my  two  Articles.  You  flout  me  :  you  scold  me :  you  lecture 
me.  But  I  do  not  find  that  you  ever  answer  me.  You  re- 
produce the  theory  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort, — which  I 
claim  to  have  demolished.*  You  seek  to  put  me  down  by 
flourishing  in  my  face  the  decrees  of  Lachmann,  Tischendorf 
and  Tregelles, — which,  as  you  are  well  aware,  I  entirely  dis- 
allow. Denunciation,  my  lord  Bishop,  is  not  Argument; 
neither  is  Eeiteration,  Proof.  And  then, — ^Why  do  you  impute 
to  me  opinions  which  I  do  not  hold  ?  and  charge  me  with  a 
method  of  procedure  of  which  I  have  never  been  guilty  ? 
Above  all,  why  do  you  seek  to  prejudice  the  question  at 
issue  between  us  by  importing  irrelevant  matter  which  can 
only  impose  upon  the  ignorant  and  mislead  the  imwary? 
Forgive  my  plainness,  but  really  you  are  so  conspicuously 
*  unfair, — and  at  the  same  time  so  manifestly  unacquainted, 


Members  of  the  New  Testament  Company, — 1882.     Macmillan,  pp.  79, 
price  two  shillings  and  sixpence. 

*  "  To  these  two  articles — so  far,  at  least,  as  they  are  concerned  with 
the  Greek  Text  adopted  by  the  Revisers — our  Essay  is  intended  for  an 
answer." — p.  79. 

*  See  above,  pages  235  to  366. 
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(except  at  aecond-liand  and  only  in  an  elementary  way,) 
with  the  points  actually  under  discussion, — that,  were  it  not 
for  the  adventitious  importance  attaching  to  any  utterance  of 
yours,  deliberately  put  forth  at  this  time  as  Chairman  of  the 
New  Testament  body  of  Revisers,  I  should  have  taken  no 
notice  of  your  pamphlet. 

[2]  Tlu  Bishop*s  2)(ifTipJdet  was  anticipated  and  effectually  dis- 
loosed  of,  three  weeks  before  it  appeared,  by  the  Reviewer's 
Third  Article, 

I  am  bound,  at  the  same  time,  to  acknowledge  that  you 
have  been  singularly  unlucky.  While  you  were  penning 
your  Defence,  (namely,  throughout  the  first  four  months  of 
1882,)  /  was  making  a  fatal  inroad  into  your  position,  by 
showing  how  utterly  without  foundation  is  the  ''Textual 
Theory "  to  wliich  you  and  your  co-Revisers  have  been  so 
rash  as  to  commit  yourselves.^  This  fact  I  find  duly  recog- 
nized in  your  *  Postscript.'  "  Since  the  foregoing  pages  were 
in  print"  (you  say,)  "a  third  article  has  appeared  in  the 
Quarterly  Review,  entitled  'Westcott  and  Hort's  Textual 
Theory.'"^  Yes.  /came  before  the  public  on  the  16th  of 
April ;  you  on  the  4th  of  May,  1882.  In  this  way,  your  pam- 
phlet was  anticipated, — had  in  fact  been  fully  disposed  of, 
three  weeks  before  it  appeared.  "  The  Reviewer,"  (you  com- 
plain at  page  4,)  "  censures  their  [Westcott  and  Hort's]  Text : 
in  neither  Article  has  lie  attempted  a  serious  examination  of 
the  arguments  which  they  allege  in  its  sfu^jyport**  But,  (as 
explained,)  the  "serious  examination"  which  you  reproach 
me  with  having  hitherto  failed  to  produce, — had  been  already 
three  weeks  in  the  hands  of  readers  of  the  Quarterly  before 
your  pamphlet  saw  the  light.     You  would,  in  consequence. 


*  Article  lll.,--sec  last  note.  *  FampJdet,  p.  79. 
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have  best  consulted  your  own  reputation,  I  am  persuaded, 
had  you  instantly  recalled  and  suppressed  your  printed 
sheets.  What,  at  all  events,  you  can  have  possibly  meant, 
while  publishing  them,  by  adding  (in  your  'Postscript'  at 
page  79,) — "  In  this  controversy  it  is  not  for  us  to  interpose : "  and 
again, — "  We  Jind  nothing  in  the  Beviewer^s  third  article  to 
require  further  answer  from  us  :'* — passes  my  comprehension ; 
seeing  that  your  pamphlet  (page  11  to  page  29)  is  an 
elaborate  avowal  that  you  have  made  Westcott  and  Hort's 
theory  entirely  your  own.  The  Editor  of  the  Speaker's 
Commentary,  I  observe,  takes  precisely  the  same  view  of 
your  position.  "The  two  Eevisers"  (says  Canon  Cook) 
"actually  add  a  Postscript  to  their  pamphlet  of  a  single 
short  page  noticing  their  unexpected  anticipation  by  the 
third  Quarterly  Review  article;  with  the  remark  that  'in 
this  controversy  (between  Westcott  and  Hort  and  the 
Beviewer)  it  is  not  for  us  to  interfere : ' — as  if  Westcott  and 
Hort's  theory  of  Greek  Bevision  could  be  refuted,  or  seriously 
damaged,  without  cutting  the  ground  from  under  the  Committee 
of  Revisers  on  the  whole  of  this  subject,^  * 

[3]  Bp.  EUieott  remonstrated  with  for  his  unfair  method  of 

procedure. 

I  should  enter  at  once  on  an  examination  of  your  Beply, 
but  that  I  am  constrained  at  the  outset  to  remonstrate  with  you 
on  the  exceeding  unfairness  of  your  entire  method  of  procedure. 
Your  business  was  to  make  it  plain  to  the  public  that  you 
have  dealt  faithfully  with  the  Deposit :  have  strictly  fulfiUed 
the  covenant  into  which  you  entered  twelve  years  ago  with 


*  The  Beviaed  Vernon  cf  ike  firtt  three  Go$^s^  ctmsidfred  im  its  &rar- 
tn^  nptm  the  record  of  omr  Loiurs  Words  and  of  imddemts  im  His  Ltfe^ — 
(1882.  pp.  250.  Murray ,)~p.  232.  Canon  Cook^s  temperate  and  very 
interesting  Tolnine  wiU  be  found  simply  unanswcrahle. 
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the  Convocation  of  the  Southern  Province:  have  corrected 
only  "plain  and  clear  errorsr  Instead  of  this,  you  labour  to 
enlist  vulgar  prejudice  against  me : — ^partly,  by  insisting  that 
I  am  for  determining  disputed  Headings  by  an  appeal  to  the 
*  Textus  Receptus,' — which  (according  to  you)  I  look  upon  as 
faidtless : — partly,  by  exhibiting  me  in  disagreement  with 
Lachmann,  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles.  The  irrelevancy  of 
this  latter  contention, — the  groundlessness  of  the  former, — 
may  not  be  passed  over  without  a  few  words  of  serious  remon- 
strance. For  I  claim  that,  in  discussing  the  Greek  Text, 
I  have  invariably  filled  my  pages  as  full  of  Authorities 
for  the  opinions  I  advocate,  as  the  limits  of  the  page  would 
allow.  I  may  have  been  tediously  demonstrative  sometimes : 
but  no  one  can  fairly  tax  me  with  having  shrunk  from  the 
severest  method  of  evidential  proof.  To  find  myself  there- 
fore charged  with  "  mere  denunciation,"  ^ — with  substituting 
"strong  expressions  of  individual  opinion"  for  "arguments,"* 
— and  with  "  attempting  to  cut  the  cord  by  reckless  and  un- 
verified assertions,"  (p.  25,) — ^astonishes  me.  Such  language 
is  in  fact  even  ridiculously  unfair. 

The  misrepresentation  of  which  I  complain  is  not  only 
conspicuous,  but  systematic.  It  runs  through  your  whole 
pamphlet :  is  admitted  by  yourself  at  the  close, — (viz.  at 
p.  77,) — to  be  half  the  sum  of  your  entire  contention.  Besides 
cropping  up  repeatedly,^  it  finds  deliberate  and  detailed 
expression  when  you  reach  the  middle  of  your  essay, — viz.  at 
p.  41 :  where,  with  reference  to  certain  charges  which  I  not 
only  bring  against  codices  K  B  c  L,  but  laboriously  substantiate 
by  a  free  appeal  to  the  contemporary  evidence  of  Copies, 
Versions,  and  Fathers, — ^you  venture  to  express  yourself  con- 
cerning me  as  follows : — 


1  P.  40.  >  Ibid. 

*  As  at  p.  4,  and  p.  12,  and  p.  13,  and  p.  19,  and  p.  40. 


374  WHICH  BE  •*  THE  RECOGNIZED  [Reply  to 

"To  attempt  to  Riistain  Rucb  charges  by  a  rongh  comparison 
of  these  ancient  authorities  with  the  Textus  Receptus,  and  to 
moiFuro  the  d^ree  of  their  depravation  by  the  anumnt  of  their 
divergence  from  such  a  text  as  we  have  shoum  this  Received  Text 
really  to  he,  ib  to  trifle  with  the  subject  of  sacred  Criticism." — 
p.  41. 

You  add : — 

**  Until  the  depravation  of  these  ancient  Manuscripts  has  been 
demonstrated  in  a  manner  more  consistent  with  the  recognized 
principles  of  Criticism,  such  charges  as  those  to  which  we  allude 
must  be  regarded  as  expressions  of  pastdon,  or  prejudice,  and  set 
nfddo  by  every  impartial  reader  as  assertions  for  which  no 
adequate  evidence  has  yet  been  produced." — pp.  41-2. 

[4]  (  Wldch  be  '  the  recognized  principles  of  Textual  Criticism '  / 

— a  question,  ask^d  in  passing.) 

But  give  me  leave  to  ask  in  passing, —  Whichy  pray,  are 
"  the  recognized  principles  of  Criticism  "  to  which  you  refer  ? 
I  profess  I  liave  never  met  with  them  yet ;  and  I  am  sure  it 
has  not  been  for  want  of  diligent  enquiry.    You  have  publicly 
charged  me  before  your  Diocese  with  being  "  innocently  igno- 
rant of  the  now  established  principle  of  Textual  Criticism."* 
But  why  do  you  not  state  which  those  principles  are  ?     I 
am  surprised.    You  are  for  ever  vaunting  *' principles  which 
have  been  established  by  the  investigations  and  reasonings  "  of 
Lachmann,  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles  :^ — "  the  principles  of 
Textual  Criticism  which  are  accepted  and  recognized  by  the 
crreat  majority  of  modern  Textual  Critics :  "^ — "  the  principle 
on  which  the  Textual  Criticism  of  the  last  fifty  years  has  been 
based  :  "* — but  you  never  condescend  to  explain  ivhich  be  the 
*  principles '  you  refer  to.    For  the  last  time, —  TMio  estab- 
lished those  "  Principles  "  ?  and,  Where  are  they  to  be  seen 
"  established  "  ? 

»  See  above,  pp.  348-350.         *  P.  40.         *»  T.  40.        *  P.  77. 
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I  will  be  so  candid  with  you  as  frankly  to  avow  that  the 
only  two  "  principles  "  with  which  I  am  acquainted  as  held, 
with  anything  like  consent,  by  "  the  modem  Textual  Critics  " 
to  whom  you  have  surrendered  your  judgment,  are — (1st) 
A  robust  confidence  in  the  revelations  of  their  own  inner 
consciousness :  and  (2ndly)  A  superstitious  partiality  for 
two  codices  written  in  the  uncial  character, — for  which  par- 
tiality they  are  able  to  assign  no  intelligible  reason.  You  put 
the  matter  as  neatly  as  I  could  desire  at  page  19  of  your 
Essay, — where  you  condemn,  with  excusable  warmth,  "  those 
who  adopt  the  easy  method  of  using  some  favourite  Manu- 
script*'— or  of  exercising  "  s&nie  supposed  power  of  divining  the 
original  Text ; "  —  as  if  those  were  "  the  only  necessary 
agents  for  correcting  the  Eeceived  Text"  Why  the  evidence 
of  codices  B  and  K,  —  and  perhaps  the  evidence  of  the 
Vlth-century  codex  D, — ('  the  singular  codex '  as  you  call  it ; 
and  it  is  certainly  a  very  singular  codex  indeed  :) — why,  I 
say,  the  evidence  of  these  two  or  three  codices  should  be 
thought  to  outweigh  the  evidence  of  all  other  documents  in 
existence, — whether  Copies,  Versions,  or  Fathers, — I  have 
never  been  able  to  discover,  nor  have  their  admirers  ever 
been  able  to  tell  me. 

[5]  Bp.  Mlicott's  and  the  Reviewer's  respective  methods,  con- 
trasted. 

Waiving  this  however,  (for  it  is  beside  the  point,)  I  ven- 
ture to  ask, — With  what  show  of  reason  can  you  pretend 
that  I  "  sustain  my  charges "  against  codices  HB  CL,*' by  a 
rough  comparison  of  these  ancient  authorities  with  the  Textus 
Eeceptus  *'  ?  ^ . . .  Will  you  deny  that  it  is  a  mere  misrepre- 
sentation of  the  plain  facts  of  the  case,  to  say  so  ?  Have  I 
not,  on  the  contrary,  on  every  occasion  referred  Readings  in 


*  P.  41,  aud  so  at  p.  77. 
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dispute, — ^the  reading  of  k  B  c  L  on  the  one  hand,  the  reading 
of  the  Textus  Beceptus  on  the  other, — simultaneously  to  one 
and  the  same  external  standard  ?  Have  I  not  persistently 
enquired  for  thfe  verdict — so  far  as  it  has  been  obtainable — of 
CONSENTIENT  ANTIQUITY  ?  If  I  have  Sometimes  spoken  of 
certain  famous  manuscripts  (k  b  c  D  namely,)  as  exhibiting 
fabricated  Texts,  have  I  not  been  at  the  pains  to  establish  the 
reasonableness  of  my  assertion  by  showing  that  they  yield 
divergent, — that  is  contradictory,  testimony  ? 

The  task  of  laboriously  collating  the  five  '  old  uncials  * 
throughout  the  Gospels,  occupied  me  for  five-and-a-half  years, 
and  taxed  me  severely.  But  I  was  rewarded.  I  rose  bom  the 
investigation  profoundly  convinced  that,  however  important 
they  may  be  as  instruments  of  Criticism,  codices  K  B  c  D  are 
among  the  most  corrupt  documents  extant  It  was  a  con- 
viction derived  from  exact  Knowledge  and  based  on  solid 
grounds  of  Reason,  You,  my  lord  Bishop,  who  have  never 
gone  deeply  into  the  subject,  repose  simply  on  Pr^udice. 
Never  having  at  any  time  collated  codices  K  A  b  c  D  for  your- 
self, you  are  unable  to  gainsay  a  single  statement  of  mine 
by  a  counter-appeal  to  faxits.  Your  textual  learning  proves 
to  have  been  all  obtained  at  second-hand, — taken  on  trust. 
And  so,  instead  of  marshalling  against  me  a  corresponding 
array  of  Ancient  Authorities, — you  invariably  attempt  to 
put  me  down  by  an  appeal  to  Modern  Opinion.  "The 
majority  of  modem  Critics^*  (you  say)  have  declared  the 
manuscripts  in  question  "  not  only  to  be  wholly  undeserving 
of  such  charges,  but,  on  the  contrary,  to  exhibit  a  text  of 
comparative  purity."  * 

The  sum  of  the  difference  therefore  between  our  respec- 
tive methods,  my  lord  Bishop,  proves  to  be  thia: — that 

>  P.  41. 
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whereas  /  endeavour  by  a  laborious  accumulation  of 
ancient  Evidence  to  demonstrate  that  the  decrees  of  Lach- 
mann,  of  Tischendorf  and  of  Tregelles,  are  untrustworthy  ; 
your  way  of  reducing  me  to  silence,  is  to  cast  Lachmann, 
Tregelles  and  Tischendorf  at  every  instant  in  my  teeth.  You 
make  your  appeal  exclusively  to  ihem.  "  It  would  be  diffi- 
cult "  (you  say)  "  to  find  a  recent  English  Commentator  of 
any  considerable  reputation  who  has  not  been  influenced,  more 
or  less  consistently,  by  orie  or  the  other  of  these  three  Editors : "  * 
(as  if  tJuit  were  any  reason  why  I  should  do  the  samel) 
Because  I  pronounce  the  Bevised  reading  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14, 
"  a  grievous  perversion  of  the  truth  of  Scripture,"  you  bid  me 
consider  'Hhat  in  so  speaking  I  am  censuring  Laehmann^ 
Tischendorf  and  Tregelles'*  You  seem  in  fact  to  have  utterly 
missed  the  point  of  my  contention:  wliich  is,  that  the 
ancient  Fathers  collectively  (a.d.  150  to  a.d.  450), — ^inasmuch 
as  they  must  needs  have  known  far  better  than  Lachmanny 
Tregelles,  or  Tischendorf,  (a.d.  1830  to  a.d.  1880,)  what  was 
the  Text  of  the  New  Testament  in  the  earliest  ages, — are 
perforce  far  more  trustworthy  guides  than  they.  And  further, 
that  w^henever  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  the  Ancients  as  a 
body  say  one  thing,  and  the  Modems  another,  the  opinion  of 
the  Modems  may  be  safely  disregarded. 

When  therefore  I  open  your  pamphlet  at  the  first  page, 
and  read  as  follows: — "A  bold  assault  has  been  made  in 
recent  numbers  of  the  Quarterly  Review  upon  the  whole 
fabric  of  Criticism  wliich  has  been  built  up  during  the  last 
fifty  years  by  the  patient  labour  of  successive  editors  of  the 
New  Testament,"  * — I  fail  to  discover  that  any  practical 
inconvenience  residts  to  myself  from  your  announcement. 
The  same  plaintive  strain  reappears  at  p.  39 ;  where,  having 

'  P.  5.  «  P.  3. 
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pointed  out  "  that  the  text  of  the  Beviseis  is,  in  all  essential 
features,  the  same  as  that  text  in  which  the  best  critical 
editors,  during  the  past  fifty  years,  are  generally  agreed," — 
you  insist  "  that  thus,  any  attack  made  on  the  text  of  the 
Revisers  is  really  an  attack  on  the  critical  principles  that 
have  been  carefully  and  laboriously  established  during  the 
last  half-ceiUuryy  With  the  self-same  pathetic  remonstrance 
you  conclude  your  labours.  "  If,"  (you  say)  "  the  Eevisers 
are  wrong  in  the  principles  wliich  they  have  applied  to 
the  determination  of  the  Text,  the  prin/dples  on  which  the 
Textual  Criticism  of  the  last  fifty  years  has  been  based,  are 
wrong  also/** . .  .Are  you  then  not  yet  aware  that  the  alterna- 
tive which  seems  to  you  so  alarming  is  in  fact  my  whole  con- 
tention ?  What  else  do  you  imagine  it  is  that  I  am  pro- 
posing to  myself  throughout,  but  effectually  to  dispel  the 
vulgar  prejudice, — say  rather,  to  plant  my  heel  upon  the 
weak  superstition, — which  "for  the  last  fifty  years  "  has  proved 
fatal  to  progress  in  this  department  of  learning ;  and  which, 
if  it  be  suffered  to  prevail,  will  make  a  science  of  Textual 
Criticism  impossible?  A  shallow  empiricism  has  been  the 
prevailing  result,  up  to  this  hour,  of  the  teaching  of 
Lachmann,  and  Tischendorf,  and  Tregelles. 

[6]  Bp.  Ellicott  in  May  1870,  and  in  May  1882. 

A  word  in  your  private  ear,  (by  your  leave)  in  passing. 
You  seem  to  have  forgotten  that,  at  the  time  wlieii  you 
entered  on  the  work  of  Revision,  your  oivn  estimate  of  the 
Texts  put  fortli  by  these  Editors  was  the  reverse  of  favour- 
able; i.e,  was  scarcely  distinguishable  from  that  of  your 
present  correspondent.  Lachmann's  you  described  as  *'a 
text  composed  on  the  narrmvest  and  most  exclusive  prin- 
ciples,"— "  really  based  on  little  more  than  four  manvscriptsj* 

'  l\  77. 
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— "The  case  of  Tiscbendorf"  (you  said)  "is  still  more  easily 
disposed  of.  Which  of  this  most  inconstant  Critic's  texts  are 
we  to  select  ?  Surely  not  the  last,  in  which  an  exaggerated 
preference  for  a  single  manuscript  has  betrayed  him  into  an 
almost  childlike  infirmity  of  judgment.  Surely  also  not  the 
seventh  edition,  which  exhibits  all  the  instability  which  a 
comparatively  recent  recognition  of  the  authority  of  cursive 
manuscripts  might  be  supposed  likely  to  introduce." — As  for 
poor  Tregelles,  you  said : — "  His  critical  principles  ....  are 
now,  periiaps  justly,  called  in  question.'*  His  text  "  is  rigid  and 
mechanical,  and  sometimes  fails  to  disclose  that  critical  instinct 
and  peculiar  scholarly  sagacity  whic/v  "^  have  since  evidently 
disclosed  themselves  in  perfection  in  those  Members  of  the 
Eevising  body  who,  with  Bp.  Ellicott  at  their  head,  syste- 
matically outvoted  Prebendary  Scrivener  in  the  Jerusalem 
Chamber.  But  with  what  consistency,  my  lord  Bishop,  do 
you  to-day  vaunt  "  the  principles "  of  tlie  very  men  whom 
yesterday  you  vilipended  precisely  because  their  ''principles  '* 
then  seemed  to  yourself  so  utteriy  unsatisfactory  ? 

[7]   "  The  fabric  of  modem   Textual  Criticism"  (1831-81) 

7'csts  an  an  insecure  basis. 

I  have  been  guilty  of  little  else  than  sacrilege,  it  seems, 
because  I  have  ventured  to  send  a  shower  of  shot  and  shell 
into  the  flimsy  decrees  of  these  three  Critics  which  now  you 
are  plejised  grandiloquently  to  designate  and  describe  as 
"  tlic  wJiole  falrric  of  Critidwi  lahich  has  been  built  up  idthin 
ilw  last  fifty  years.*'  l*ermit  me  to  remind  you  that  the 
"  fabric  "  you  si)eak  of, — (confessedly  a  creation  of  yesterday,) 
— rests  upon  a  foundation  of  sand  ;  and  has  been  already  so 
formidably  assailed,  or  else  so  gravely  condemned  by  a  suc- 
cession   of   famous    Critics,   that   as   "a  fabric"  its  very 


On  lievision,  pp.  47-8. 
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existence  may  be  reasonably  called  in  question.  Tischendorf 
insists  on  the  general  depravity  ("  universa  vitiositas ")  of 
codex  B;  on  which  codex  nevertheless  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort  chiefly  rely, — ^regarding  it  as  unique  in  its  pre-eminent 
purity.  The  same  pair  of  Critics  depreciate  the  Traditional 
Text  as  "  beyond  all  question  identical  with  the  dominant 
[Greek]  Text  of  the  second  half  of  the  fourth  century : " — 
whereas,  "  to  hring  the  sacred  text  back  to  the  condition  in  which 
it  existed  during  the  fourth  century'* ^  was  Lachmann's  one 
object ;  the  sum  and  substance  of  his  striving.  "  The  fancy 
of  a  Constantinopolitan  text,  and  every  inference  that  has 
been  grounded  on  its  presumed  existence,"*  Tregelles 
declares  to  have  been  "  swept  away  at  once  and  for  ever,"  by 
Scrivener's  published  Collations.  And  yet,  what  else  but 
this  is  "the  fancy,"  (as  already  explained,)  on  which  Drs. 
Westcott  and  Hort  have  been  for  thirty  years  building 
up  their  visionary  Theory  of  Textual  Criticism? — ^What 
Griesbach  attempted  [1774-1805],  was  denounced  [1782- 
1805]  by  C.  F.  Matthsei ;  —  disapproved  by  Scholz ;  — 
demonstrated  to  be  imtenable  by  Abp.  Laurence.  Finally, 
in  1847,  the  learned  J.  G.  Eeiche,  in  some  Observations 
prefixed  to  his  Collations  of  MSS.  in  the  Paris  Library, 
eloquently  and  ably  exposed  the  unreasonableness  of  any 
theory  of  '  Kecension,' — properly  so  called  ;*  thereby  efifectu- 


*  Scrivener's  Introduction^ — p.  423.  ■  Ibid,  p.  421. 

'  *'Kon  tantum  totius  Antiquitatis  altum  de  tali  opere  suscepto  si- 
lentium, — sed  etiam  frequentes  Patrum,  usque  ad  quartum  seculum 
viventium,  de  textu  N.  T.  liberius  tractate,  impuneque  corrupto,  deque 
8uinm&  Codicum  dissonantiH  querelce,  nee  non  ipsee  corruptiones  inde  a 
primis  temporibus  continue  propagatas, — satis  sunt  documento,  neminem 
opus  tarn  arduum,  scrupulorum  plenum,  atque  inyidias  et  calumniis 
obnoxium,  aggressum  fuisse ;  etiamsi  doctiorum  Patrum  de  singulis  locis 
disputationes  ostendant,  eos  non  prorsus  rudes  in  rebus  criticis  fuisse.** — 
Codd,  MSS,  N,  T,  Qrxcorum  Sec,  nova  description  et  cum  textu  vulgo 
recepto  Collatio,  &c.    4 to.  Gottinga9,  1847.    (p.  4.) 
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ally  anticipating  Westcott  and  Hort's  weak  imagination 
of  a  'Syrian  Text/  while  he  was  demolishing  the  airy 
speculations  of  Griesbach  and  Hug.  'There  is  no  royal 
road '  (he  said)  '  to  the  Criticism  of  the  N.  T. :  no  plain  and 
easy  method,  at  once  reposing  on  a  firm  foundation,  and 
conducting  securely  to  the  wished  for  goal/^ ....  Scarcely 
therefore  in  Germany  had  the  basement-story  been  laid 
of  that '  fabric  of  Criticism  which  has  been  built  up  during 
the  last  fifty  years,'  and  which  y<m  superstitiously  admire, — 
when  a  famous  German  scholar  was  heard  denouncing  the 
fabric  as  insecure.  He  foretold  that  the  *regia  via*  of 
codices  B  and  k  would  prove  a  deceit  and  a  snare :  which 
thing,  at  the  end  of  four-and-thirty  years,  has  punctually 
come  to  pass. 

Seven  years  after,  Lachmann's  method  was  solemnly 
appealed  from  by  the  same  J.  G.  Eeiche :  *  whose  words  of 
warning  to  his  countrymen  deserve  the  attention  of  every 
thoughtful  scholar  among  ourselves  at  this  day.  Of  the 
same  general  tenor  and  purport  as  Reiche's,  are  the  utter- 
ances of  those  giants  in  Textual  Criticism,  Vercellone  of 
Eome  and  Ceriani  of  Milan.  Quite  unmistakable  is  the 
verdict  of  our  own  Scrivener  concerning  the  views  of 
Lachmann,  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles,  and  the  results  to 
which  their  system  has  severally  conducted  them. — If  Alford 
adopted  the  prejudices  of  his  three  immediate  predecessors. 


^  He  proceeds : — *'  Hucusque  nemmi  contigit,  nee  in  posterum,  puto, 
continget,  monumentorum  nostrorum,  tanquam  totidem  testium  singu- 
lorum,  ingens  agmen  ad  tres  quatuorve,  e  quibus  omnium  testimonium 
pendeat,  testes  referre;  aut  e  testium  grege  innumero  aliquot  duces 
auctoresque  seceroere,  quorum  testimonium  tam  plenum,  certum  firmum- 
que  sit,  ut  sine  damno  ceterorum  testimonio  careamus.** — Ihid,  (p.  19.) 

"  Commentarius  Criticiis  in  N.  T.  (in  his  Preface  to  the  Ep.  to  the 
Hebrews).  We  are  indebted  to  Canon  Cook  for  calling  attention  to  this^ 
See  by  all  means  his  UevUtd  Text  uf  the  first  three  Gospds, — pp.  4-8. 
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his  authority  has  been  neutralized  by  the  far  different  teach- 
ing of  one  infinitely  his  superior  in  judgment  and  learning, 
— ^the  present  illustrious  Bishop  of  Lincoln. — On  the  same 
side  with  the  last  named  are  found  the  late  Philip  E.  Pusey 
and  Archd.  Lee, — Canon  Cook  and  Dr.  Field, — the  Bishop  of 
S.  Andrews  and  Dr.  S.  C.  Malan.  Lastly,  at  the  end  of 
fifty-one  years,  (viz.  in  1881,)  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  have 
revived  Lachmann's  unsatisfactory  method, — superadding 
thereto  not  a  few  extravagances  of  their  own.  That  their 
views  have  been  received  with  expressions  of  the  gravest 
disapprobation,  no  one  will  deny.  Indispensable  to  their 
contention  is  the  grossly  improbable  hypotliesis  that  the 
Peschito  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  '  Vulgate '  (i.e.  the  Revised) 
Syriac  ;  Cureton's,  as  the  '  Vetus '  or  original  Syriac  version. 
And  yet,  while  I  write,  the  Abb6  Martin  at  Paris  is  gi\"ing  it 
as  the  result  of  his  labours  on  this  subject,  that  Cureton's 
Version  cannot  be  anything  of  the  sort.*  Whether  Westcott 
and  Hort's  theory  of  a  *  Syrian '  Text  has  not  received  an 
effectual  qmetus,  let  posterity  decide.  *Afi4fHu  B*  iirtKoiiroi 
fidpTVpe^  ao^xinarou 

From  which  it  becomes  apparent  that,  at  all  events,  "  the 
fabric  of  Criticism  which  has  been  built  up  within  the  last 
fifty  years "  has  not  arisen  without  solemn  and  repeated 
protest, — as  well  from  witliin  as  from  without.  It  may  not 
therefore  be  spoken  of  by  you  as  something  which  men  are 
bound  to  maintain  inviolate, — like  an  Article  of  the  Creed. 
It  is  quite  competent,  I  mean,  for  any  one  to  denounce  the 
entire  system  of  Lachmann,  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles, — a>s  I 
do  now, — as  an  egregious  blunder ;  if  he  will  but  be  at  the 


'  It  requires  to  be  stated,  that,  (as  explained  by  the  Abb6  to  the 
present  writer,)  the  *  Post-scriptum  *  of  his  Fascic.  IV.,  (viz.  from  p.  234  to 
p.  236,)  is  ajeu  d'esprit  only, — intended  to  enliven  a  dry  subject,  and  to 
entertain  his  pupils. 
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pains  to  establish  on  a  severe  logical  basis  the  contradictory 
of  not  a  few  of  their  most  important  decrees.  And  you,  my 
lord  Bishop,  are  respectfully  reminded  that  your  defence  of 
their  system,  —  if  you  must  needs  defend  what  I  deem 
worthless, — must  be  conducted,  not  by  sneers  and  an  affecta- 
tion of  superior  enlightenment ;  still  less  by  intimidation, 
scornful  language,  and  all  those  other  bad  methods  whereby 
it  lias  been  the  way  of  Superstition  in  every  age  to  rivet  the 
fetters  of  intellectual  bondage :  but  by  severe  reasoning,  and 
calm  discussion,  and  a  free  appeal  to  ancient  Authority,  and 
a  patient  investigation  of  all  the  external  evidence  accessible. 
I  request  therefore  that  we  may  hear  no  more  of  this  form 
of  argument.  The  Text  of  Lachmann  and  Tischendorf  and 
Tregelles, — of  Westcott  and  Hort  and  Ellicott,  (i.c,  of  the 
Revisers) — is  just  now  on  its  trial  before  the  world.^ 

[8]  Bp.  Ellicotfs  strange  notions  dbout  the  '  Textus  Reeeptus.' 

Your  strangest  mistakes  and  misrepresentations  however 
are  connected  with  the  'Textus  Receptus.'  It  evidently 
exercises  you  sorely  that  "  with  the  Quarterly  Reviewer,  the 
Received  Text  is  a  standard,  by  comparison  with  which  all 
extant  documents,  however  indisputable  their  antiquity,  are 
measured."*    But  pray, — 

(1)  By  comparison  with  what  other  standard,  if  not  by 
the  Received  Text,  would  you  yourself  obtain  the  measure 


'  It  seems  to  have  escaped  Bishop  Ellicott's  notice,  (and  yet  the  fact 
well  deserves  commemoration)  that  the  claims  of  Tischendorf  and 
Tregelles  on  the  Church's  gratitude,  are  not  by  any  means  founded  on 
the  Texts  which  they  severally  put  forth.  As  in  the  case  of  Mill, 
Wetstein  and  Birch,  their  merit  is  that  they  patiently  accumulated 
evidence,  "  Tischendorfs  reputation  as  a  Biblical  scholar  rests  less  on 
his  critical  etlitions  of  the  N.  T.,  than  on  the  texts  of  the  chief  uncial 
authorities  which  in  rapid  succession  he  gave  to  the  world.'*  (Scrivener's 
IiUroduction—\^.  427-)  *  P.  12. 
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of  "all  extant  dcxjuinents,"  however  ancient?  ....  This 
first.    And  next, 

(2)  Why  should  the  "  indisputdbh  antiquity  "  of  a  docu- 
ment be  supposed  to  disqualify  it  from  being  measured  by 
the  same  standard  to  which  (hut  only  far  convenience)  docu- 
ments of  whatever  date, — ^by  common  consent  of  scholars,  at 
home  and  abroad, — are  invariably  referred  ?    And  next, 

(3)  Surely,  you  cannot  require  to  have  it  explained  to 
you  that  a  standard  of  comparison,  is  not  therefore  of  necessity 
a  standard  of  bxcellbncb.  Did  you  ever  take  the  trouble  to 
collate  a  sacred  manuscript?  If  you  ever  did,  pray  with 
what  did  you  make  your  collation  ?  In  other  words,  what 
'  standard '  did  you  employ  ? . . .  Like  Walton  and  Ussher, — ^like 
Fell  and  Mill, — like  Bentley,  and  Bengel,  and  Wetstein, — ^like 
Birch,  and  Matthsei,  and  Griesbach,  and  Scholz, — like  Lach- 
mann,  and  Tregelles,  and  Tischendorf,  and  Scrivener, — I 
venture  to  assume  that  you  collated  your  manuscript, — 
whether  it  was  of  "disputable"  or  of  "indisputable  antiquity," 
— with  an  ordinary  copy  of  the  Received  Text.  If  you  did  not, 
your  collation  is  of  no  manner  of  use.     But,  above  all, 

(4)  How  does  it  come  to  pass  that  you  speak  so  scornfully 
of  the  Eeceived  Text,  seeing  that  (at  p.  12  of  your  pamphlet) 
you  assure  your  readers  that  its  pedigree  may  be  traced  ba^k  to 
a  period  perhaps  antecedent  to  the  oldest  of  our  extant  vianu- 
scripts  ?  Surely,  a  traditional  Text  which  (according  to  you) 
dates  from  about  a.d.  300,  is  good  enough  for  the  purpose  of 
Collaiion  ! 

(5)  At  last  you  say, — 

"If  there  were  reason  to  suppose  that  the  Received  Text 
represented  verbatim  et  Itteratim  the  text  which  was  current  at 
Antioch  in  the  days  of  Chrysostom,  it  would  still  be  im^x>68ib]o 
to  regard  it  as  a  standard  from  which  there  was  no  ap^x^al."  ^ 


P.  13. 
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Really,  my  lord  Bishop,  you  must  excuse  me  if  I  declare 
plainly  that  the  more  I  attend  to  your  critical  utterances,  the 
more  I  am  astonished.  From  the  confident  style  in  which 
you  deliver  yourself  upon  such  matters,  and  especially  from 
your  having  undertaken  to  preside  over  a  Revision  of  the 
Sacred  Text,  one  would  suppose  that  at  some  period  of  your 
life  you  must  have  given  the  subject  a  considerable  amount 
of  time  and  attention.  But  indeed  the  foregoing  sentence 
virtually  contains  two  propositions  neither  of  which  could 
possibly  have  been  penned  by  one  even  moderately 
acquainted  with  the  facts  of  Textual  Criticism.     For  first, 

(a)  You  speak  of  "representing  verbatim  et  literatim  ths 
Text  which  was  current  at  Antioch  in  the  days  of  Chryso- 
stom."  Do  you  then  really  suppose  that  there  existed  at 
Antioch,  at  any  period  between  a.d.  354  and  A.D.  407,  smne 
one  definite  Text  of  the  N,  T,  capable  of  being  so  represented  ? — 
If  you  do,  pray  will  you  indulge  us  with  the  groimds  for 
such  an  extraordinary  supposition  ?  Your  "  acquaintance  " 
(Dr.  Tregelles)  will  tell  you  that  such  a  fancy  has  long  since 
been  swept  away  "  at  once  and  for  ever."     And  secondly, 

(6)  You  say  that,  even  if  there  were  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  "  Received  Text "  were  such-and-such  a  thing, — "  it  would 
still  be  impossible  to  regard  it  as  a  standard  from  which  there 
was  no  appeal" 

But  pray,  who  in  his  senses, — what  sane  man  in  Great 
Britain, — ever  dreamed  of  regarding  the  "  Received," — aye,  or 
any  other  known  "  Text" — as  "  a  standard/rom  which  there  shall 
be  no  appeal "  ?  Have  /  ever  done  so  ?  Have  I  ever  implied 
as  much?  If  I  have,  show  me  where.  You  refer  your 
readers  to  the  following  passage  in  my  first  Article  : — 

*'  What  precedes  admits  to  some  extent  of  farther  numorical 
illustration.     It  is  discovered  that,  in  111  pages,  .  .  .  the  serious 

2  C 
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deflections  of  a  from  the  Textus  Beceptus  amount  in  all  to  only 
842 :  whereas  in  c  they  amount  to  1798  :  in  b,  to  2370  :  in  m,  to 
3392  :  in  D,  to  4697.  The  readings  peculiar  to  A  within  the  same 
limits  are  133:  those  peculiar  to  c  are  170.  But  those  of  b 
amount  to  197 :  while  k  exhibits  443 :  and  the  readings  peculiar 
to  D  (within  the  same  limits),  are  no  fewer  than  1829  .  .  .  •  We 
submit  that  these  facts  are  not  altogether  calculated  to  inspire 
confidence  in  codices  b  k  c  d." — p.  14. 

But,  do  you  really  require  to  have  it  explained  to  you  that 
it  is  entirely  to  misunderstand  the  question  to  object  to  such 
a  comparison  of  codices  as  is  found  above,  (viz.  in  pages  14 
and  17,)  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made  with  the  •text  of 
Stephanus  lying  open  before  me  ?  Would  not  the  self -same 
pJienOTnerum  have  been  evolved  by  collation  with  anj/  other 
text  ?  If  you  doubt  it,  sit  down  and  try  the  experiment  for 
yourself  Believe  me,  Robert  Etienne  in  the  XVIth  century 
was  not  the  cause  why  cod.  B  in  the  IVth  and  cod.  D  in  the 
Vlth  are  so  widely  discordant  and  divergent  from  one  another : 
A  and  c  so  utterly  at  variance  with  both.^  We  must  have  some 
standard  whereby  to  test, — wherewith  to  compare, — Manu- 
scripts. What  is  more,  (give  me  leave  to  assure  you,)  to  the 
end  of  time  it  will  probably  be  the  practice  of  scholars  to  com- 
pare MSS.  of  the  N.  T.  with  the  '  Received  Text.'  The  hopeless 
discrepancies  between  our  five  "  old  uncials,"  can  in  no  more 
convenient  way  be  exhibited,  than  by  referring  each  of  them  in 
turn  to  one  and  the  same  conmion  standard.  And, —  Whai 
standard  more  reasonable  and  more  convenient  than  the  Text 
wliich,  by  the  good  Providence  of  Gop,  was  universally 
employed  throughout  Europe  for  the  first  300  years  after  the 
invention  of  printing?  being  practically  identical  with  the 
Text  wliich  (as  you  yourself  admit)  was  in  popular  use  at  the 
end  of  three  centuries  from  the  date  of  the  sacred  autograplis 
themselves :  in  other  words,  being  more  than  1500  years  old. 


1  See  above,  pp.  12  :  30-3  :  34-5  :  46-7  :  75  :  94-6  :  240  :  262  :  289  :  319. 
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[9]  The  Rev^iewer  vindicates  himself  against  Bp,  Ellicott s  mis- 
conceptions. 

But  you  are  quite  determined  that  I  shall  mean  something 
essentially  different.  The  Quarterly  Reviewer,  (you  say,)  is 
one  who  "  contends  that  the  Received  Text  needs  but  little 
emendation;  and  m/iy  he  used  wUhxnit  emendation  as  a 
standard"^  I  am,  (you  say,)  one  of  " those  who  adopt  the 
easy  method  of  making  the  Received  Text  a  standard."' 
My  "  Criticism,"  (it  seems,)  "  often  rests  ultimately  upon  the 
notioi>  that  it  is  little  else  but  sacrilege  to  impugn  the 
tradition  of  the  last  three  hundred  years."  ^  ("  The  last  three 
hwulrcd  years ;"  as  if  the  Traditional  Text  of  the  N".  Testament 
dated  from  the  25th  of  Queen  Elizabeth!) — I  regard  the 
*  Textus  Receptus '  therefore,  according  to  you,  as  the  Ephe- 
sians  regarded  the  image  of  the  great  goddess  Diana ;  namely, 
as  a  thing  which,  one  fine  morning,  "  fell  down  from  Jupiter."  * 
I  mistake  the  Received  Text,  (you  imply,)  for  the  Divine 
Original,  the  Sacred  Autographs, — and  erect  it  into  "a  standard 
from  which  there  shall  be  no  appeal," — "  a  tradition  which  it 
is  little  else  but  sacrilege  to  impugn."  That  is  how  you  state 
my  case  and  condition :  hopelessly  confusing  the  standard  of 
Comparison  with  the  standard  of  Excellence. 

By  this  time,  however,  enough  has  been  said  to  convince 
any  fair  person  that  you  are  without  warrant  in  your  present 
contention.  Let  any  candid  scholar  cast  an  impartial  eye 
over  the  preceding  three  hundred  and  fifty  pages, — open  the 
volume  where  he  will,  and  read  steadily  on  to  the  end  of  any 
textual  discussion, — and  then  say  whether,  on  the  contrary, 
my  criticism  does  not  invariably  rest  on  the  principle  that 
the  Truth  of  Scripture  is  to  be  sought  in  that  form  of  the 
Sacred  Text  which  has  the  fullest,  the  wid^^t^  and  the  tnost 
varied  attestation?    Do  I  not  invariably  make  the  consentient 


»  P.  40.  .    "P.  19.      »  P.  4.      *  Acts  xix.  36.      *  Supra,  \^\\  330-41. 
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voice  of  Antiquity  my  standard  ?  If  I  do  not, — ^if,  on  the  con- 
trary, I  have  ever  once  appealed  to  the  '  Eeceived  Text/  and 
made  it  my  standard, — why  do  you  not  prove  the  truth  of 
your  allegation  by  adducing  in  evidence  that  one  particular 
instance  ?  instead  of  bringing  against  me  a  charge  which 
is  utterly  without  foundation,  and  which  can  have  no  other 
effect  but  to  impose  upon  the  ignorant;  to  mislead  the 
unwary ;  and  to  prejudice  the  great  Textual  question  which 
hopelessly  divides  you  and  me  ?  ...  I  trust  that  at  least  you 
will  not  again  confound  the  standard  of  Comparison  with  the 
standard  of  Truth. 

[10]  Analysis  of  contents  of  Bp.  Ellicotfs  pamphlet. 

You  state  at  page  6,  that  what  you  propose  to  yourself 
by  your  pamphlet,  is, — 

"  Firsts  to  supply  accurate  information,  in  a  popular  form, 
concerning  the  Greek  text  of  the  New  Testament : 

'*  Secondly^  to  establish,  by  means  of  the  information  so  sup- 
plied, the  soundness  of  the  principles  on  which  the  Bevisers  have 
acted  in  their  choice  of  readings  ;  and  by  consequence,  the  im- 
portance of  the  '  New  Greek  Text :  *  " — [or,  as  you  phrase  it  at  p. 
29,] — "  to  enable  the  reader  to  form  a  fair  judgment  on  the  ques- 
tion of  tlhe  trvstfjoorthiness  of  the  readings  adopted  by  the  Revisers.*' 

To  the  former  of  these  endeavours  you  devote  twenty- 
three  pages  :  (viz.  p.  7  to  p.  29) : — to  the  latter,  you  devote 
forty-two ;  (viz.  p.  37  to  p.  78).  The  intervening  eight  pages 
are  dedicated, — (a)  To  the  constitution  of  the  Eevisionist 
body :  and  next,  (6)  To  the  amount  of  good  faith  with  wliich 
you  and  your  colleagues  observed  the  conditions  imposed  upon 
you  by  the  Southern  Houses  of  Convocation.  I  propose  to 
follow  you  over  the  ground  in  which  you  have  thus  entrenched 
yourself,  and  to  drive  you  out  of  every  position  in  turn. 

[11]  Bp.  Mlicotfs  account  of  the  'Textus  Eeceptus.' 
First  then,  for  your  strenuous  endeavour  (pp.  7-10)  to 
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prejudice  the  question  by  pouring  contempt  on  the  humblest 
ancestor  of  the  Textus  Beccptus — namely,  the  first  edition  of 
Erasmus.  You  know  very  well  that  the  *  Textus  Receptus ' 
is  not  the  first  edition  of  Erasmus.  Why  then  do  you  so 
describe  its  origin  as  to  imply  that  itist  You  ridicule  the 
circumstances  under  which  a  certain  ancestor  of  the  family 
first  saw  the  light.  You  reproduce  with  evident  satisfaction 
a  silly  witticism  of  Michaelis,  viz.  that,  in  his  judgment,  the 
Evangelium  on  which  Erasmus  chiefly  relied  was  not  worth 
the  two  florins  which  the  monks  of  Basle  gave  for  it. 
Equally  contemptible  (according  to  you)  were  the  copies  of 
the  Acts,  the  Epistles,  and  the  Apocalypse  which  the  same 
scholar  employed  for  the  rest  of  his  first  edition.  Having 
in  this  way  done  your  best  to  blacken  a  noble  house  by 
dilating  on  the  low  ebb  to  which  its  fortunes  were  reduced 
at  a  critical  period  of  its  history,  some  three  centuries  and  a 
half  ago, — you  pause  to  make  your  own  comment  on  the 
spectacle  thus  exhibited  to  the  eyes  of  unlearned  readers,  lest 
any  should  fail  to  draw  therefrom  the  injurious  inference 
which  is  indispensable  for  your  argument : — 

"  We  have  enterod  into  these  details,  because  we  desire  that 
the  general  reader  should  know  fully  the  true  pedigree  of  that 
printed  text  of  the  Greek  Testament  which  has  been  in  common 
use  for  the  last  three  centiirien.  It  will  be  observed  that  its 
documontaiy  origin  is  not  calculated  to  inspire  any  great  confi- 
dence. Its  parer)ts,  as  we  have  seen,  were  two  or  three  late 
manuscripts  of  little  critical  value,  which  accident  seems  to 
have  brought  into  the  hands  of  their  first  editor." — ^p.  10. 

Now,  your  account  of  the  origin  of  the  'Textus  Beceptus' 
shall  be  suffered  to  stand  uncontradicted.  But  the  important 
inference  which  you  intend  that  inattentive  or  incompetent 
readers  should  draw  therefrom,  shall  be  scattered  to  fbb 
winds  by  the  unequivocal  testimony  of  no  less  diatingiiished 
a  witness  than  yourself.    Notwithstanding  all  that  has  gone 
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before,  you  are  constrained  to  confess  in  the  very  next  pcu/e 
that : — 

"  The  manuBcripts  which  Erasmus  used  differ,  for  the  most 
part,  only  in  small  and  insignificant  details  from  tite  bulk  of  the 
cursive  manuscripts.  The  general  character  of  their  text  is  the 
same.  By  this  observation  the  pedigree  of  the  Received  Text 
is  carried  up  beyond  the  individual  manuscripts  used  by 
Erasmus  ....  That  pedigree  stretches  back  to  a  remote  an- 
tiquity. The  first  ancestor  of  the  Received  Text  was  at  least 
contemporary  with  the  oldest  of  our  extant  manuscripts^  if  not  older 
than  any  one  of  them" — pp.  11,  12. 

By  your  own  showing  therefore,  the  Textus  Eeceptus  is,  *  at 
least,'  1550  years  old.  Nay,  we  will  have  the  fact  over  again, 
in  words  which  you  adopt  from  p.  92  of  Westcott  and 
Hort's  Introduction  [see  above,  p.  257],  and  clearly  make 
your  own : — 

**  The  fundamental  text  of  late  extant  Greek  MSS.  generally 
is  beyond  all  question  identical  with  the  dominant  Antiochian  or 
Graeco-Syrian  Text  of  the  second  half  of  the  fourth  century," 
—p.  12. 

But,  if  this  be  so, — (and  I  am  not  concerned  to  dispute 
your  statement  in  a  single  particular,) — of  what  possible 
significancy  can  it  be  to  your  present  contention,  that  the 
ancestry  of  the  written  Word  (like  the  ancestors  of  the 
Word  incarnate)  had  at  one  time  declined  to  the  wondrous 
low  estate  on  which  you  enlarged  at  first  w4th  such  evident 
satisfaction  ?  Though  the  fact  be  admitted  that  Joseph  **  the 
carpenter  "  was  "  the  husband  of  Mary,  of  whom  was  bom 
■Jesus,  who  is  called  Christ," — what  possible  inconvenience 
results  from  that  circumstance  so  long  as  the  only  thing  con- 
tended for  be  loyally  conceded, — namely,  that  the  descent  of 
Messiah  is  lineally  traceable  back  to  the  patriarch  Abiraham, 
through  David  the  King?  And  the  genealogy  of  the 
written,  no  less  than  the  genealogy  of  the  Incarnate  Word, 
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is  traceable  back  by  two  distinct  lines  of  descent,  remember : 
for  the  '  Complutensian/  which  was  printed  in  1514,  exhibits 
the  '  Traditional  Text  *  with  the  same  general  fidelity  as  the 
'  Erasmian/  which  did  not  see  the  light  till  two  years  later. 

[12]  Bp,  Ellicott  derives  his  estimate  of  the  *  Textus  Eeceptus  ' 
from  Westcott  and  Horfs  fable  of  a  *  Syrian  Text.' 

Let  us  hear  what  comes  next : — 


*'At  this  point  a  question  suggests  itself  which  we  cannot 
refuse  to  consider.  If  the  pedigree  of  the  Received  Text  may 
be  traced  back  to  so  early  a  period,  does  it  not  deserve  the 
honour  which  is  given  to  it  by  the  Quarterly  Reviewer?" 
—p.  12. 

A  very  pertinent  question  truly.  We  are  made  attentive : 
tlie  more  so,  because  you  announce  that  your  reply  to  this 
question  shall  "go  to  the  bottom  of  the  controversy  with 
which  we  are  concerned."  ^    That  reply  is  as  follows : — 

"If  there  were  reason  to  suppose  that  the  Received  Text 
represented  verbatim  et  literatim  the  text  which  was  current  at 
Antioch  in  the  days  of  Ghrysostom,  it  would  still  be  impossible 
to  regard  it  as  a  standard  from  which  there  was  no  appeal.  The 
reason  why  this  would  be  impossible  may  be  stated  briefly  as 
follows.  In  the  ancient  documents  which  have  come  down  to 
us, — amongst  which,  as  is  well  known,  are  manuscripts  written 
in  the  fourth  century, — we  possess  evidence  that  other  texts  of 
the  Greek  Testament  existed  in  the  age  of  Ghrysostom,  materially 
different  from  the  text  which  he  and  the  Antiochicm  writers 
generally  employed.  Moreover,  a  rigorous  examination  of 
extant  documents  shows  that  the  Antiocbian  or  (as  we  shall 
henceforth  call  it  with  Dr.  Hort)  the  Syrian  text  did  not 
represent  an  earlier  tradition  than  those  other  texts,  but  was 
in  fact  of  later  origin  than  the  rest.  We  cannot  accept  it 
therefore  as  a  final  standard.^* — pp.  13,  14. 
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"  A  final  standard  " !  .  .  .  Nay  but,  why  do  you  suddenly 
introduce  this  unheard-of  characteristic  ?  JTAo,  pray,  since 
the  invention  of  Printing  was  ever  known  to  put  forward  any 
existing  Text  as  "  a  final  standard  "  ?  Not  the  Quarterly 
Eeviewer  certainly.  "Th^  honour  which  is  given  to  the 
Textus  ReceptVjS  by  the  Quarteriy  Eeviewer  "  is  no  other  than 
the  honour  which  it  has  enjoyed  at  the  hands  of  scholars,  by 
universal  consent,  for  the  last  three  centuries.  That  is  to  say, 
he  uses  it  as  a  standard  of  comparison,  and  employs  it  for 
habitual  reference.  Si?  do  you.  You  did  so,  at  least,  in  the 
year  1870.  You  did  more ;  for  you  proposed  "  to  proceed 
with  the  work  of  Revision,  whether  of  text  or  translation, 
making  the  current  *  Textus  Receptvs '  the  standard'* ^  We 
are  perfectly  agreed  therefore.  For  my  own  part,  being  fully 
convinced,  like  yourself,  that  essentially  the  Received  Text  is 
full  1550  years  old, — (yes,  and  a  vast  deal  older,) — I  esteem  it 
quite  good  enough  for  all  ordinary  purposes.  And  yet,  so 
far  am  I  from  pinning  my  faith  to  it,  that  I  eagerly  make  my 
appeal  from  it  to  the  threefold  witness  of  Copies,  Versions, 
Fathers,  whenever  I  find  its  testimony  challenged. — And 
with  this  renewed  explanation  of  my  sentiments, — (wliich  one 
would  have  thought  that  no  competent  person  could  require,) 
— 7I  proceed  to  consider  the  reply  which  you  promise  shall  "  go 
to  the  bottom  of  the  controversy  with  which  we  are  con- 
cerned." I  beg  that  you  will  not  again  seek  to  divert  atten- 
tion from  that  which  is  the  real  matter  of  dispute  betwixt 
you  and  me. 

What  kind  of  argumentation  then  is  this  before  us  ?     You 
assure  us  that, — 

(a)  *'  A    rigorous    examination   of  extant   documents," — 
"  shows  "  Dr.  Hort— "  that  the  Syrian  text"— [which  for  all 
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practical  purposes  may  be  considered  as  only  another  name 
for  the  "  Textus  Receptus  "] — was  of  later  origin  than  "  other 
texts  of  the  Greek  Testament "  which  "  existed  in  the  age  of 
Chrysostom." 

(6)  "  We  cannot  accept  it  therefore  as  a  final  standard." 

But, — Of  what  nature  is  the  logical  process  by  which  you 
liave  succeeded  in  convincing  yourself  that  this  consequent 
can  be  got  out  of  that  antecedent  ?  Put  a  parallel  case : — "  A 
careful  analysis  of  herbs  *  shows '  Dr.  Short  that  the  only  safe 
diet  for  Man  is  a  particular  kind  of  rank  grass  which  grows 
in  the  Ely  fens.  We  must  therefore  leave  off  eating  butcher's 
meat." — Does  that  seem  to  you  altogether  a  satisfactory 
argument  ?  To  me,  it  is  a  mere  non  sequitur.  Do  but  con- 
sider the  matter  for  a  moment.  "  A  rigorous  examination  of 
extant  documents  shows  "  Dr.  Hort — such  and  such  things. 
"  A  rigorous  examination  of  the  "  same  "  documents  shows  " 
me — that  Dr.  Hort  is  mistaken.  A  careful  study,  of  his  book 
convinces  ttw  that  his  theory  of  a  Syrian  Eecension,  manu- 
factured between  a.d.  250  and  a.d.  350,  is  a  dream,  pure  and 
simple — a  mere  phantom  of  the  brain.  Dr.  Hort's  course  is 
obvious.  Let  him  first  make  his  processes  of  proof  intelligible, 
and  then  public.  You  cannot  possibly  suppose  that  the  fable 
of  "  a  Syrian  text,"  though  it  has  evidently  satisfied  you, 
will  be  accepted  by  thoughtful  Englishmen  without  proof. 
What  prospect  do  you  suppose  you  have  of  convincing  the 
world  that  Dr.  Hort  is  competent  to  assign  a  date  to  this 
creature  of  his  own  imagination ;  of  which  he  has  hitherto 
bailed  to  demonstrate  so  much  as  the  probable  existence  ? 

I  have,  for  my  own  part,  established  by  abundant  refer- 
ences to  his  writings  that  he  is  one  of  those  who,  (through 
some  intellectual  peculiarity,)  are  for  ever  mistaking 
conjectures  for  facts, — assertions  for  arguments, — and  reite- 
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rated  asseveration  for  accumulated  proof.  He  deserves 
sympathy,  certainly :  for, — (like  the  man  who  passed  his  life 
in  trjdng  to  count  how  many  grains  of  sand  will  exactly  fill 
a  quart  pot ; — or  like  his  unfortunate  brother,  who  made  it 
his  business  to  prove  that  nothing,  multiplied  by  a  sufficient 
number  of  figures,  amounts  to  something ;) — he  has  evidently 
taken  a  prodigious  deal  of  useless  trouble.  The  spectacle 
of  an  able  and  estimable  man  exhibiting  such  singular  inap- 
titude for  a  province  of  study  which,  beyond  all  others, 
demands  a  clear  head  and  a  calm,  dispassionate  judgment, — 
creates  distress. 

[13]  Bp,  Ellicott  has  completely  adopted  Westcott  and  HorVs 

Theory, 

But  in  the  meantime,  so  confident  are  you  of  the  existence 
of  a  '  Syrian  text,* — {only  however  because  Dr.  Hart  is,) — that 
you  inflict  upon  your  readers  all  the  consequences  which 
'  the  Syrian  text '  is  supposed  to  carry  with  it.  Your  method 
is  certainly  characterized  by  humility :  for  it  consists  in 
merely  serving  up  to  the  British  public  a  rechauffe  of  West- 
cott and  Hort's  Textual  Theory.  I  cannot  discover  that  you 
contribute  anything  of  your  own  to  the  meagre  outline  you 
furnish  of  it.  Everything  is  assumed — as  before.  Nothing 
is  proved — as  before.  And  we  are  referred  to  Dr.  Hort  for 
the  resolution  of  every  difficulty  which  Dr.  Hort  has  created. 
"According  to  Dr.  Hort," — "as  Dr.  Hort  observes," — "to 
use  Dr.  Hort*s  language," — "  stated  by  Dr.  Hort," — "  as  Dr. 
Hort  notices," — "  says  Dr.  Hort : "  yes,  from  p.  14  of  your 
pamphlet  to  p.  29  you  do  nothing  else  but  reproduce — Dr. 
Hort! 

First  comes  the  fabulous  account  of  the  contents  of  the 
bulk  of  the  cursives :  ^ — then,  the  imaginary  history  of  the 

»  r.  15. 
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'  Syriac  Vulgate ; '  wliich  (it  seems)  bears  '  indisputable 
traces '  of  being  a  revision,  of  which  you  have  learned  from 
Dr.  Hort  the  date :  ^ — then  comes  the  same  disparagement  of 
the  ancient  Greek  Fathers, — "  for  reasons  which  have  been 
stated  by  Dr.  Hort  with  great  clearness  and  cogency:"* — 
then,  the  same  depreciatory  estimate  of  writers  subsequent 
to  Eusebius, — whose  evidence  is  declared  to  "  stand  at  best 
on  no  higher  level  than  the  evidence  of  inferior  manuscripts 
in  the  uncial  class  : "  ^  but  OTily  because  it  is  discovered  to  be 
destructive  of  the  theory  of  Dr,  Hort. 

Next  comes  "the  Method  of  Grenealogy," — wliich  you 
declare  is  the  result  of  "  vast  research,  unwearied  patience, 
great  critical  sagacity ; "  *  but  which  I  am  prepared  to  prove 
is,  on  the  contrary,  a  shallow  expedient  for  dispensing  with 
scientific  Induction  and  the  laborious  accumulation  of  evi- 
dence. This  same  "Method  of  Genealogy,"  you  are  not 
ashamed  to  annoimce  as  "  the  great  contribution  of  our  own 
times  to  a  mastery  over  materials."  "  For  the  full  explana- 
tion of  it,,  you  must  refer  yoiir  reader  to  Dr,  Horfs  hxtroduc- 
tion" *    Can  you  be  serious  ? 

Then  come  the  results  to  which  "  the  application  of  this 
method  has  conducted  Drs,  Westcott  ami  Hart*' •  And  first, 
the  fable  of  the  '  Syrian  Text' — which  ' Dr,  Hort  coimders  to 
have  been  the  result  of  a  deliberate  Eecension,'  conducted 
on  erroneous  principles.  Tliis  fabricated  product  of  the  Ilird 
and  IVth  centuries,  (you  say,)  rose  to  supremacy, — became 
dominant  at  Antioch, — passed  thence  to  Constantinople, — 
and  once  established  there,  soon  vindicated  its  claim  to  be 
the  N.  T.  of  the  East :  whence  it  overran  the  West,  and  for 
300  years   as  tlie  '  Textus  Receptus,'  has  held  imdisputed 
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sway.^  Really,  my  lord  Bishop,  you  describe  imaginary 
events  in  truly  Oriental  style.  One  seems  to  be  reading  not 
so  much  of  the  "  Syrian  Text "  as  of  the  Syrian  Impostor. 
One  expects  every  moment  to  hear  of  some  feat  of  this 
fabulous  Recension  corresponding  with  the  surrender  of 
the  British  troops  and  Arabics  triumphant  entry  into  Cairo 
with  the  head  of  Sir  Beauchamp  Seymour  in  his  hand ! 

All  this  is  followed,  of  course,  by  the  weak  fable  of  the 
'  Neutral '  Text,  and  of  the  absolute  supremacy  of  Codex  b, 
— which  is  "  stated  in  Dr,  Hort's  man  words :"  * — viz.  "  B  very 
far  exceeds  all  other  documents  in  neutrality  of  text,  being 
in  fact  always,  or  nearly  always,  neutral."  (The  fact  being 
that  codex  B  is  demonstrably  one  of  the  most  corrupt  docu- 
ments in  existence.)  The  posteriority  of  the  (imaginary) 
"  Syrian,"  to  the  (imaginary)  "  Neutral,"  is  insisted  uix)n 
next  in  order,  as  a  matter  of  course :  and  declared  to  rest 
upon  three  other  considerations, — each  one  of  which  is  found 
to  be  pure  fable  :  viz.  (1)  On  the  fable  of  '  Conflation,'  which 
"  seems  to  supply  a  proof "  that  Syrian  readings  are  posterior 
both  to  Western  and  to  Neutral  readings — but,  (as  I  have 
elsewhere  '  shown,  at  considerable  length,)  most  certainly  does 
not: — (2)  On  Ante-Nicene  Patristic  evidence, — of  which 
however  not  a  syllable  is  produced : — (3)  On  '  Transcrip- 
tional  probability ' — which  is  about  as  useful  a  substitute  for 
proof  as  a  sweet-pea  for  a  walking-stick. 

Widely  dissimilar  of  course  is  your  own  view  of  the 
importance  of  the  foregoing  instruments  of  conviction.  To 
you,  "these  three  reasons  taken  together  seem  to  make  up 
an  argument  for  tlie  posteriority  of  the  Syrian  Text,  which  it 
is  impossible  to  resist.  They  form  "  (you  say)  "  a  threefold 
cord  of  evidence  which  [you]  believe  will  bear  any  amount 
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of  argumentative  strain."  You  rise  with  your  subject,  and  at 
last  break  out  into  eloquence  and  vituperation  : — *  Writers 
like  the  Reviewer  may  attempt  to  cut  the  cord  hy  reckless 
and  unverified  assertions :  but  the  knife  has  not  yet  heen  fabri- 
cated that  can  equitably  separate  any  one  of  its  strands'  ^  • . . 
So  efifectually,  as  well  as  so  deliberately,  have  you  lashed 
yourself — for  better  or  for  worse — ^to  Westcott  and  Hort's 
New  Textual  Theory,  that  you  must  now  of  necessity  cither 
share  its  future  triumphs,  or  else  be  a  partaker  in  its  coming 
humiliation.     Am  I  to  congratulate  you  on  your  prospects  ? 

For  my  part,  I  make  no  secret  of  the  fact  that  I  look 
upon  the  entire  speculation  about  wliich  you  are  so  enthu- 
siastic, as  an  excursion  into  cloud-land  :  a  dream  and  nothing 
more.  My  contention  is, — n/)t  that  the  Theory  of  Drs.  West- 
cott and  Hort  rests  on  an  insecure  foundation,  but,  that  it 
rests  on  no  foundation  at  all.  Moreover,  I  am  greatly  mis- 
taken if  this  has  not  been  demonstrated  in  the  foregoing 
pages.^  On  one  point,  at  all  events,  tliere  cannot  exist  a 
particle  of  doubt ;  namely,  that  so  far  from  its  "  not  being  for 
you  to  interpose  in  this  controversy" — you  are  without  alterna- 
tive. You  must  either  come  forward  at  once,  and  bring  it  to 
a  successful  issue :  or  else,  you  must  submit  to  be  told  that 
you  have  suffered  defeat,  inasmuch  as  you  are  inextricably 
involved  in  Westcott  and  Hort's  discomfiture.  You  are  simply 
without  remedy.  You  may  "find  nothing  in  the  Bedewer's 
third  article  to  require  a  fwrther  answer : "  but  readers  of 
intelligence  will  tell  you  that  your  finding,  since  it  does  not 
proceed  from  stupidity,  can  only  result  from  your  conscious- 
ness that  you  have  made  a  serious  blunder :  and  that  now, 
the  less  you  say  about  "Westcott  and  Hort's  new  textual 
Theory,"  the  better. 


»  Pp.  25-7.  *  See  Art.  III.,— viz.  from  p.  235  to  p.  366. 
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[14]  The  Question  modestly  proposed, —  JVTietJicr  Bp,  Mlicott's 
adoption  of  Westcott  and  Hort's  '  new  Textual  Theory '  docs 
not  amount  to  (what  lawyers  call)  *  Conspiracy  '  ? 

But,  my  lord  Bishop,  when  I  reach  the  end  of  your 
laborious  avowal  that  you  entirely  accept  "Westcott  and 
Hort's  new  Textual  Theory," — I  find  it  impossible  to  withhold 
the  respectful  enquiry, — Is  such  a  proceeding  on  your  part 
altogether  allowable  ?  I  frankly  confess  that  to  m^  the 
wholesale  adoption  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Eevising  body,  of 
the  theory  of  two  of  the  Eevisers, — and  then,  his  exclusive 
reproduction  and  vindication  of  tJuit  theory,  when  he  under- 
takes, 

"to  supply  the  reader  with  a  few  broad  outlines  of  Textual 
Criticism,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  form  a  fair  judgment  on  the 
question  of  the  trustworthiness  of  the  readings  adopted  by  the 
BeviserSj^^ — p.  29, 

all  this,  my  lord  Bishop,  I  frankly  avow,  to  m^,  looks  very 
much  indeed  like  what,- in  the  language  of  lawyers,  is  called 
"  Conspiracy."  It  appears  then  that  instead  of  presiding 
over  the  deliberations  of  the  Eevisionists  as  an  impartial 
arbiter,  you  have  been  throughout,  heart  and  soul,  an  eager 
partizan.  You  have  learned  to  employ  freely  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort's  peculiar  terminology.  You  adopt  their  scarcely- 
intelligible  phrases :  their  wild  hypotheses :  their  arbitrary 
notions  about  *  Intrinsic '  and  *  Transcriptional  Probability : ' 
their  baseless  theory  of  *  Conflation  : '  their  shallow  *  Method 
of  Genealogy.'  You  have,  in  short,  evidently  swallowed 
their  novel  invention  whole.  I  can  no  longer  wonder  at 
the  result  arrived  at  by  the  body  of  Eevisionists.  Well 
may  Dr.  Scrivener  have  pleaded  in  vain !  He  found  Drs. 
Ellicott  and  Westcott  and  Hort  too  many  for  him  .  . .  But 
it  is  high  time  that  I  should  pass  on. 
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[15]  Proofs  that  the  Bemsers  have  outrageously  exceeded  the 
Instructions  they  received  from  the  Convocation  of  the  Southern 
Province, 

It  follows  next  to  enquire  whether  your  work  as  Revisers 
was  conducted  in  conformity  with  the  conditions  imposed 
upon  you  by  the  Southern  House  of  Convocation,  or  not. 
"  Nothing  "  (you  say) — 

^^can  he  more  unjust  on  the  part  of  the  Bevie war  than  to  Buggeet, 
as  he  has  suggested  in  more  than  one  passage,^  that  the  Bevisers 
exceeded  their  Instructtons  in  the  course  which  they  adopted  with 
regard  to  the  Greek  Text.  On  the  contrary,  as  we  shall  show, 
they  adhered  most  closely  to  their  Instructions ;  and  did  neither 
more  nor  less  than  they  were  required  to  do." — (p.  32.) 

'  The  Eeviewer/  my  lord  Bishop,  proceeds  to  demonstrate 
that  you  'exceeded  your  Instructions/  even  to  an  extra- 
ordinary extent.  But  it  will  be  convenient  first  to  hear  you 
out.    You  proceed, — 

"  Let  us  turn  to  the  Eulo.  It  is  simply  as  follows : — *  That 
the  text  to  be  adopted  be  that  for  which  the  Evidence  is 
decidedly  preponderating:  and  that  when  the  text  so  adopted 
differs  from  that  from  which  the  Authorized  Version  was  made, 
the  alteration  be  indicated  in  the  margin.*  " — {Ibid,) 

But  you  seem  to  have  forgotten  that  the '  Eule '  which 
you  quote  formed  no  part  of  the  '  Instructions '  which  were 
imposed  upon  you  by  Convocation.  It  was  one  of  the 
'  Principles  agreed  to  by  the  Committee '  (25  May,  1870), — a 
Rule  of  your  own  making  therefore, — for  which  Convocation 
neither  was  nor  is  responsible.  The  *  fundamentcJ  Eesolu- 
tions  adopted  by  the  Convocation  of  Canterbury '  (3rd  and 
5th  May,  1870),  five  in  number,  contain  no  authorization 
whatever  for  making  changes  in  the  Greek  Text.    They  have 


^  You  refer  to  such  places  as  pp.  87-8  and  224,  where  sec  the  Notes. 
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reference  only  to  the  work  of  revising  '  the  Authorized  Ver- 
sion : '  an  undertaking  which  the  first  Resolution  declares  to 
be  *  desirable/  In  order  to  ascertain  what  were  the  Revisers' 
'  l7istruction8  with  regard  to  the  Greek  Text,'  we  must  refer 
to  the  original  Resolution  of  Feb.  10th,  1870 :  in  which  the 
removal  of  'plain  and  clear  errors,  whether  in  the  Greek 
Text  originally  adopted  by  the  Translators,  or  in  the  Trans- 
lation made  from  the  same,* — is  for  the  first  and  last  time 
mentioned.  That  you  yourself  accepted  this  as  the  limit  of 
your  authority,  is  proved  by  your  Speech  in  Convocation. 
"We  may  be  satisfied"  (you  said)  "with  the  attempt  to 
correct  plain  and  dear  errors:  but  th^re,  it  is  our  dtUy  to 
stop:'  * 

Now  I  venture  to  assert  that  not  one  in  a  hundred  of 
the  alterations  you  have  actually  made,  'whether  in  the 
Greek  Text  originally  adopted  by  the  Translators,  or  in  the 
Translation  made  from  the  same,'  are  corrections  of  'plain 
and  dear  errors,'  Rather, — (to  adopt  the  words  of  the  learned 
Bishop  of  Lincoln,) — "  I  fear  we  must  say  in  candour  that  in 
the  Revised  Version  we  meet  in  every  page  with  changes 
which  seem  almost  to  be  made  for  tlie  sake  of  change"^  May  I 
trouble  you  to  refer  back  to  p.  112  of  the  present  volume  for 
a  few  words  more  on  this  subject  from  the  pen  of  the  same 
judicious  Prelate  ? 

(a)  And  first, — In  respect  of  the  New  English  Version. 

For  my  own  part,  (see  above,  pp.  171-2,)  I  thought  the  best 
thing  I  could  do  would  be  to  illustrate  the  nature  of  my 
complaint,  by  citing  and  commenting  on  an  actual  instance 
of  your  method.  I  showed  how,  in  revising  eight-and-thirty 
words  (2  Pet.  i.  5-7),  you  had  contrived  to  introduce  no 
fewer  than  thirty  changes, — every  one  of  them  being  clearly 


Chronide  of  Convocation,  Feb.  1870,  p.  83.         *  See  above,  p.  368. 
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a  change  for  the  worse.  You  will  perhaps  say, — Find  me 
another  such  case !  I  find  it,  my  lord  Bishop,  in  S.  Luke  viii. 
45,  46, — where  you  have  made  nineteen  changes  in  revising 
the  translation  of  four-and-thirty  words.  I  proceed  to 
transcribe  the  passage  ;  requesting  you  to  bear  in  mind  your 
own  emphatic  protestation, — "We  made  no  change  if  the 
9neaning  was  fairly  expressed  by  the  word  or  phrase  before 


us. 

A.V. 

'Peter  and  they  that  were 
with  him  said,  Master,  the 
multitude  throng  thee  and' 
press  thee,  and  sayest  thou, 
Who  touched  me  ?  And  Jesus 
said,  Somebody  hath  touched 
me :  for  I  perceive  that  virtue 
is  gone  out  of  me.' 


E.V. 
1 

'Peter  said,  and  they  that 
were  with    him,  Master    the 

2  S 

multitudes     press    thee    and 

4 

crush  thee  [6,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10.1 
11  It      I* 

But  Jesus  said,  Some  one  did 
touch  me :  for  I  perceived  that 

1«  IT  18  19 

power  had  gone    forth    from 
me.' 


Now  pray, — ^Was  not "  the  meaning/airZy  expressed  "  before  ? 
Will  you  tell  me  that  in  revising  S.  Luke  viiL  45-6,  you 
"  mad^  as  few  alterations  as  possible "  ?  or  will  you  ven- 
ture to  assert  that  you  have  removed  none  but  "plain  and 
dear  errors  "  ?  On  the  contrary.  I  challenge  any  competent 
scholar  in  Great  Britain  to  say  whether  every  one  of  these 
changes  be  not  either  absolutely  useless,  or  else  decidedly  a 
change  for  the  worse :  six  of  them  being  downright  errors. 

The  transposition  in  the  opening  sentence  is  infelicitous, 
to  say  the  least.  (The  English  language  will  not  bear  such 
handling.  Literally,  no  doubt,  the  words  mean,  "  said  Peter, 
and  they  that  were  with  him."  But  you  may  not  so  trans- 
late.)— The  omission  of  the  six  interesting  words,  indicated 
within  square  brackets,  is  a  serious  blunder.^     The  words  are 


*  The  clause  (*  aud  sayest  thou.  Who  touched  me  T)  ia  witnessed  to 
by  ACDPBxrAAS  njuid  every  other  known  uncial  except  three  of 

2   D 
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undoubtedly  genuine.  I  wonder  how  you  can  have  ventured 
thus  to  mutilate  the  Book  of  Life.  And  why  did  you 
not,  out  of  common  decency  and  reverence,  at  least  in  the 
margin^  preserve  a  record  of  the  striking  clause  which 
you  thus,  —  with  well-meant  assiduity,  but  certainly  with 
deplorable  rttshness,  —  forcibly  ejected  from  the  text  ? 
To  proceed  however. — '  Multitudes,' — '  but,' — *  one,' — *  did/ — 
'power,' — 'forth,' — *from:' — are  aU  seven  either  needless 
changes,  or  improper,  or  undesirable.  ^  Did  touchy — *  per- 
ceived,'— 'had  gone  forth' — are  unidiomatic  and  incorrect 
expressions.  I  have  already  explained  this  elsewhere.*  The 
aorist  {rjfy^aro)  has  here  a  perfect  signification,  as  in  countless 
other  places : — eyvaDv,  (like  *  novi,')  is  frequently  (as  here)  to 
be  Englished  by  the  present  ('  I  perceive ') :  and  '  is  gone  out 
of  me'   is   the   nearest  rendering   of  i^eXdovaav *  a^r'   ifjuw 


had  character :  by  every  known  cursive  hut  four : — by  the  Old  Latin  and 
Vulgate :  by  all  the  four  Syriac :  by  the  Gothic  and  the  iEthiopic  Versions ; 
as  well  as  by  ps.-Tatian  (Evan,  Concord,  p.  77)  and  Chrysostom  (viL 
359  a).  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  the  words  are  derived  from  S.  Mark's 
Gospel  (as  Tischendorf  coarsely  imagined) ; — for  the  sufficient  reason  that 
the  words  are  not  found  there.  In  S.  Mark  (v.  31)  it  is, — koi  Xc'^cr,  TU 
fiav  TJyfraro  ;  in  S.  Luke  (viii.  45),  Ka\  Xcyccr,  Tis  6  d^oficydr  fuw.  More- 
over, this  delicate  distinction  has  been  maintained  all  down  the  ages. 

*  Page  154  to  p.  164. 

'  You  will  perhaps  remind  me  that  you  do  not  read  c^eX^ovorov.  I  am 
aware  that  you  have  tacitly  substituted  t^tXrjkvBvlav, — which  is  only 
supix)rted  by  four  manuscripts  of  bad  character :  being  disallowed  by 
eighteen  uncials^  (with  A  c  D  at  their  head,)  and  every  known  cursive  hit 
one ;  besides  the  following  Fathers : — Marcion*  (a.d.  150), — Origen,* — ^the 
author  of  the  Diulogus^  (a.d.  325), — Epijjhanius,* — Didymus,*  in  two 
places, — Basil,® — Chrysostom,' — Cyril®  in  two  places, — p8.-Athanasiu8' 
(a.d.  400), — p8.-Chry808tom  ***...  Is  it  tolerable  that  the  Bacred  Text 
should  be  put  to  wrongs  after  this  fashion,  by  a  boily  of  men  wko  aie 
avowedly  (for  see  page  360)  unskilled  in  Textual  Criticism,  and  who 
were  appointed  only  to  revise  the  authorized  English  Version  f 


»  Eptph.  i.  313  a.  32Y  ft.        «  iii.  466  e.        '  Orig.  i.  803  d.        *  i.  327  b.        »  pp.  124, 413. 
«  lit  8  c       r  vii.  d32  a.       «  Opp.  vi.  99  e.    Mai,  ii.  226.       »  il.  14  c       i*  xilL  212  c  L 
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which  our  language  will  bear. — Lastly,  'press*  xind  'crush* 
as  renderings  of  awixovai  and  airoffkipoxxn,  are  inexact  and 
unscholarlike.  Xwi'^etp,  (literally  '  to  encompass '  or  '  hem 
in/)  is  here  to  'throng'  or  'crowd:'  airoOklfietp,  (literaUy 
'  to  squeeze,')  is  here  to  '  press.'  But  in  fact  the  words  were 
perfectly  well  rendered  by  our  Translators  of  1611,  and 
ought  to  have  been  let  alone. — This  specimen  may  suffice, 
(and  it  is  a  very  fair  specimen,)  of  what  has  been  your 
calamitous  method  of  revising  the  A.  V.  throughout. 

So  much  then  for  the  Eevised  EnfflisJi,  The  fate  of  the 
Ivevised  Greek  is  even  more  extraordinary.  I  proceed  to 
explain  myself  by  instancing  what  has  happened  in  respect 
of  the  Gospel  according  to  S.  Luke. 

(b)  Next, — In  respect  of  the  New  Greek  Text. 

On  examining  the  836^  Greek  Textual  corrections  which 
you  have  introduced  into  those  1151  verses,  I  find  that  at  least 
356  of  them  do  not  affect  tJie  EnglisJi  rendering  at  oil,  I  mean 
to  say  that  those  356  (supposed)  emendations  are  either 
incapable  of  being  represented  in  a  Translation,  or  at  least 
are  not  represented.  Thus,  in  S.  Luke  iv.  3,  whether  elwe 
Be  or  Kol  ehrev  is  read  : — in  ver.  7,  whether  e/ioO  or  /lov : — in 
ver.  8,  whether  'Kvpiov  top  Scop  aov  frpofricupriaei^,  or  IIpoo- 
Kvpijaei^  K.  TOP  0.  aov;  whether  ijya/ye  Bi  or  koI  rjyeuyep; 
whether  vi6<;  or  o  uto? : — in  ver.  17,  whether  tov  irpo^rfrov 
'Hcra&uor'H.  tov  7rpo<f>i]Tov  ]  whether  ai/otf a?  or  apairrv^a^: 
— in  ver.  18,  whether  eva/yyeXlaaa-Oac  or  eiforfyeTu^eaOcu : — in 
ver.  20,  whether  ol  6<f>0a\fiol  ip  t§  avpa/y(ay§  or  ip  ry  avpa/yayytf 
ol  o4>da\p^L : — in  ver.  23,  whether  et?  Trjp  or  ip  rp  : — in  ver.  27, 
whether  ip  Ttp  ^lapafjX  iirl  ^^Xnraalov  tov  irpo^i^Tov  or  eirl 
*EXt<r<r.,  TOV  TT.  ip  T(p  'L : — in  ver.  29,  whether  6<f>pvo^  or  t^? 
6<f)pvo<; ;  whether  wcrre  or  et?  to  : — in  ver.  35,  whether  air  or 


*  This  I  make  the  actual  sum,  aft«r  deducting  for  margimil  notes  and 
variations  in  stops. 

2  D  2 
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i^i — in  ver.  38,  whether  diro  or  ix;  whether  irevOepd  or 
17  wevdepd :  —  in  ver.  43,  whether  hrl  or  ch ;  whether 
direoTdXrjp  or  aTreaTaXfuu : — in  ver.  44,  whether  €49  ra^ 
awa/ytaydq  or  ip  rai;  arwa/yayyai*; : — in  every  one  of  these 
cases,  tJie  English  remains  the  same,  whichever  of  the 
alternative  readings  is  adopted.  At  least  19  therefore  out 
of  the  33  changes  which  you  introduced  into  the  Greek  Text 
of  S.  Luke  iv.  are  plainly  gratuitous. 

Thirteen  of  those  19,  (or  about  two-thirds,)  are  also  in  my 
opinion  changes  for  the  worse :  are  nothing  else,  I  mean,  but 
substitutions  of  wrong  for  right  Headings.  But  tha4;  is  not 
my  present  contention.  The  point  I  am  just  now  contend- 
ing for  is  this : — That,  since  it  certainly  was  no  part  of  your 
*  Instructions,'  '  Rules,*  or  '  Principles '  to  invent  a  new  Greek 
Text, — or  indeed  to  meddle  with  the  original  Greek  at  all, 
except  so  far  as  was  absolutely  necessary  for  tlie  Revision  of  the 
English  Version, — it  is  surely  a  very  grave  form  of  inaccuracy 
to  assert  (as  you  now  do)  that  you  "  adhered  most  closely  to 
your  Instructions,  and  did  neither  more  nor  less  than  you 
were  required." — You  know  that  you  did  a  vast  deal  more 
than  you  had  any  authority  or  right  to  do :  a  vast  deal  more 
than  you  had  the  shadow  of  a  pretext  for  doing.  Worse  than^ 
that.  You  deliberately  forsook  the  province  to  which  you 
had  been  exclusively  appointed  by  the  Southern  Convoca- 
tion,— and  you  ostentatiously  invaded  another  and  a  distinct 
province;  viz.  That  of  the  critical  Editorship  of  the  Greek 
Text :  for  which,  hy  your  own  confession, — (I  take  leave  to 
remind  you  of  your  own  honest  avowal,  quoted  above  at 
page  369,) — you  and  your  colleagues  knew  yourselves  to  be 
incompetent. 

For,  when  those  356  wholly  gratuitous  and  uncalled-for 
changes  in  the  Greek  of  S.  Luke's  Gospel  come  to  be 
examined  in  detail,  they  are  found  to  affect  far  more  than 
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356  words.  By  the  result,  92  words  have  been  omitted; 
and  33  added.  No  less  than  129  words  have  been  substituted 
for  others  which  stood  in  the  text  before ;  and  there  are  66 
instances  of  Transposition,  involving  the  dislocation  of  185 
words.  The  changes  of  case,  mood,  tense,  &c.,  amount  in 
addition  to  123.^  The  sum  of  the  words  which  you  have 
ncedlcdy  meddled  with  in  the  Gi^k  Text  of  the  third 
Gospel  proves  therefore  to  be  562. 

At  this  rate,  —  (since,  [excluding  marginal  notes  and 
variations  in  stops,]  Scrivener^  counts  5337  various  readings 
in  his  Notes,) — the  number  of  alterations  gratuitously  and 
v^dcssly  introduced  by  you  into  the  Greek  Teod  of  the  entire 
N,  T.,  is  to  be  estimated  at  3590. 

And  if, — (as  seems  probable,) — the  same  general  proportion 
prevails  throughout  your  entire  work, — it  will  appear  that 
the  words  which,  without  a  shadow  of  excuse,  you  have 
omitted  from  the  Greek  Text  of  the  N.  T.,  must  amount  to 
about  590:  while  you  have  added  in  the  same  gratuitous 
way  about  210 ;  and  have  needlessly  substituted  about  820. 
Your  instances  of  uncalled-for  transposition,  (about  420  in 
number,)  will  have  involved  the  gratuitous  dislocation  of  full 
1190  words: — while  the  occasions  on  which,  at  the  bidding 
of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort,  you  have  altered  case,  mood, 
tense,  &c.,  must  amount  to  about  780.  In  this  way,  the 
sum  of  the  changes  you  have  effected  in  the  Greek  Text  of 
the  N.  T.  in  dear  defiance  of  your  Instnuitions, — would 
amount,  as  already  stated,  to  3590. 

Now,  when  it  is  considered  that  not  one  of  those  3590 

*  I  mean  such  changes  as  riyipSri  for  iyrfftpTOM,  (ix.  l),'~-<l>4prr§  for  My 
KavT€s  (xv.  23),  &c.  These  are  generally  the  result  of  a  change  of  con- 
struction. 

*  Ml^.  communication  from  my  friend,  the  Editor. 
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changes  in  the  least  degree  affects  the  English  Revision, — it  is 
undeniable,  not  only  tliat  you  and  your  friends  did  what  you 
were  without  authority  for  doing : — but  also  that  you  violated 
as  well  the  spirit  as  the  letter  of  your  Instructions.  As  for 
your  present  assertion  (at  p.  32)  that  you  "adhered  r>iost 
closely  to  the  Instructions  you  received,  and  did  neither  more 
nor  less  titan  you  were  required  to  do** — you  must  submit  to 
be  reminded  that  it  savours  strongly  of  the  nature  of  pure 
fable.  The  history  of  the  new  Greek  Text  is  briefly  this : — 
A  majority  of  the  Revisers — including  yourself ,  their .  Chair- 
7/^a7i,— are  found  to  have  put  yourselves  almost  unreservedly 
into  the  hands  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort.  The  result  was 
obvious.  When  the  minority,  headed  by  Dr.  Scrivener, 
appealed  to  the  chair,  they  found  themselves  confronted  by  a 
prejudiced  Advocate.  They  ought  to  have  been  listened  to 
by  an  impartial  Judge.  You,  my  lord  Bishop,  are  in  con- 
sequence (I  regret  to  say)  responsible  for  all  the  mischief 
which  has  occurred.     The  blame  of  it  rests  at  your  door. 

And  pray  disabuse  yourself  of  the  imagination  that  in 
what  precedes  I  have  been  stretching  the  numbers  in  order 
to  make  out  a  case  against  you.  It  would  be  easy  to 
show  that  in  estimating  the  amount  of  needless  changes  at 
356  out  of  836,  I  am  greatly  under  the  mark.  I  have  not 
included  such  cases,  for  instance,  as  your  substitution  of  ij 
fiva  aovy  Kupte  for  K.vpi€,  rj  fiva  aov  (in  xix.  18),  and  of  Toipvp 
dirohoTe  for  ^AiroSoTe  toIvvv  (in  xx.  25)\ — only  lest  you 
should  pretend  that  the  transposition  affects  the  English, 
and  therefore  was  necessary.  Had  I  desired  to  swell  the 
number   I   could   have   easily   shown   that    fully  half  tlie 


*  I  desire  to  keep  out  of  sight  the  critical  impropriety  of  such  cor- 
rections of  the  text.  And  yet,  it  is  worth  stating  that  K  b  l  are  the  oi*ly 
witnesses  discoi^rahle  for  the  former,  and  almost  the  only  witnesses  to  be 
found  for  tlie  latter  of  these  two  utterly  unmeaning  changes. 
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changes  you  effected  in  the  Greek  Text  were  wholly  super- 
fluous for  the  Eevision  of  the  English  Translation,  and  there- 
fore were  entirely  without  excuse. 

J%w,infact, — (give  me  leave  to  remind  you  in  passing,) — 
is  the  trtie  re^^son  why,  at  an  early  stage  of  your  proceedings, 
you  resolved  that  none  of  the  changes  you  introduced  into 
the  Greek  Text  should  find  a  record  in  your  English  margin. 
Had  any  been  recorded,  ail  must  have  appeased.  And  had 
this  been  done,  you  would  have  stood  openly  convicted  of 
having  utterly  disregarded  the '  Instructions '  you  had  received 
from  Convocation.  With  what  face,  for  example,  cotdd  you, 
(in  the  margin  of  S.  Luke  xv.  17,)  against  the  words  "  he 
said," — have  printed  "  i<fnf  not  elire  "  ?  or,  (at  xxiv.  44,)  against 
the  words  "  unto  them," — must  you  not  have  been  ashamed 
to  encumber  the  already  overcrowded  margin  with  such  an 
irrelevant  statement  as, — "  irpos  axnov^  not  avroh  "  ? 

Now,  if  this  were  all,  you  might  reply  that  by  my  own 
showing  the  Textual  changes  complained  of,  if  they  do 
no  good,  at  least  do  no  harm.  But  then,  imhappily,  you 
and  your  friends  have  not  confined  yourselves  to  colourless 
readings,  when  silently  up  and  down  every  part  of  the  N.  T. 
you  have  introduced  innovations.  I  open  your  New  English 
Version  at  random  (S.  John  iv.  15),  and  invite  your  atten- 
tion to  the  first  instance  which  catches  my  eye. 

You  have  made  the  Woman  of  Samaria  complain  of  the 
length  of  the  walk  from  Sychar  to  Jacob's  well : — "  Sir,  give 
me  this  water,  that  I  thirst  not,  neither  come  all  the  way 
hither  to  draw." — ^What  has  happened?  For  epx^ofmi,  I 
discover  that  you  have  silently  substituted  Aiipj^^cofmi. 
(Even  BcipxcofiaL  has  no  such  meaning:  but  let  tJuU  pass.) 
What  then  was  your  authority  for  thrusting  SUpx<ofuu  (which 
by  the  way  is  a  patent  absurdity)  into  the  Text  ?     The  word 
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is  found  (I  discover)  in  only  two  Greek  MSS.  of  bad  character  ^ 
(b  k),  which,  being  derived  from  a  common  corrupt  original, 
can  only  reckon  for  one :  and  the  reasoning  which  is  supposed 
to  justify  this  change  is  thus  supplied  by  Tischendorf : — "  If 
the  Evangelist  had  written  ifyxr*  ^^^  would  ever  have 
dreamed  of  turning  it  into  Biripj(/u>fuu  ?"  .  .  .  No  one, 
of  course,  (is  the  obvious  answer,)  except  the  inveterate 
blunderer  who,  some  1700  years  ago,  seeing  mhA€€PX(a)MAI 
before  him,  reduplicated  the  antecedent  A€.  The  sum  of  the 
matter  is  thai  /  . . .  Pass  1700  years,  and  the  long-since- 
forgotten  blunder  is  furbished  up  afresh  by  Drs.  Westcott  and 
Hort, — ^is  urged  upon  the  wondering  body  of  Eevisers  as  the 
undoubted  utterance  of  the  Spirit, — is  accepted  by  yourself; 
— finally,  (in  spite  of  many  a  remonstrance  from  Dr.  Scrivener 
and  Iiis  friends,)  is  thrust  upon  the  acceptance  of  90  millions 
of  English-speaking  men  throughout  the  world,  as  the  long- 
lost-sight-of,  but  at  last  happily  recovered,  utterance  of  the 
*  Woman  of  Samaria !'  .  .  .  "Anrarfc, 

Ordinary  readers,  in  the  meantime,  will  of  course  assume 
that  the  change  results  from  the  Eevisers'  skill  in  translating, 
— the  advances  which  have  been  made  in  the  study  of  Greek ; 
for  no  trace  of  the  textual  vagary  before  us  survives  in  the 
English  margin. 

And  thus  I  am  reminded  of  what  I  hold  to  be  your  gravest 
fault  of  all.  The  rule  of  Committee  subject  to  which  you 
commenced  operations,  —  the  Eule  which  re-assured  the 
public  and  reconciled  the  Church  to  the  prospect  of  a  Eevised 


*  Characteristic  of  these  two  false- witnesses  is  it,  that  they  are  not  able 
to  convey  even  this  short  message  correctly.  In  reporting  the  two  words 
tpx^fuu  cV^adc,  they  contrive  to  make  two  blunders,  b  substitutes 
bUpxoftat  for  bi€pxo>pat :  K,  &dc  for  ivBdbt^ — which  latter  eccentricity 
Tischendorf  (characteristically)  does  not  allude  to  in  his  note  ..."  These 
bo  thy  gods,  0  Israel ! " 
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New  Testament,  —  expressly  provMed  that,  whenever  the 
underlying  Greek  Text  was  altered,  such  alteration  should  be 
indicated  in  the  margin.  This  provision  you  entirely  set  at 
defiance  from  the  very  first.  You  have  n£ver  indicated  in 
the  margin  the  alterations  you  introduced  into  the  Greek 
Text.  In  fact,  you  made  so  many  changes, — ^in  other  words, 
you  seem  to  have  so  entirely  lost  sight  of  your  pledge  and 
your  compact, — that  compliance  with  this  condition  would 
have  been  simply  impossible.  I  see  not  how  your  body  is  to 
be  acquitted  of  a  deliberate  breach  of  faith. 

(c)  Fatal  conseqtLences  of  this  mistaken  officumsness. 

How  serious,  in  the  meantime,  the  consequences  have  been, 
they  only  know  who  have  been  at  the  pains  to  examine  your 
work  with  close  attention.  Not  only  have  you,  on  countless 
occasions,  thrust  out  words,  clauses,  entire  sentences  of 
genuine  Scripture, — but  you  have  been  careful  that  no  trace 
shall  survive  of  the  fatal  injury  which  you  have  inflicted.  I 
wonder  you  were  not  afraid.  Can  I  be  wrong  in  deeming  such 
a  proceeding  in  a  high  degree  sinful  ?  Has  not  the  Spirit 
pronoimced  a  tremendous  doom^  against  those  who  do  such 
things?  Were  you  not  afraid,  for  instance,  to  leave  out 
(from  S.  Mark  vi.  11)  those  solemn  words  of  our  Saviour, — 
"  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  It  shall  be  more  tolerable  for  Sodom 
and  Gk)morrha  in  the  day  of  judgment,  than  for  that  city  "  ? 
Surely  you  will  not  pretend  to  tell  me  that  those  fifteen 
precious  words,  witnessed  to  as  they  are  by  all  the  knovm 
copies  hut  nine, — by  the  Old  Latin,  the  Peschito  and  the 
Philoxenian  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  the  Gothic  and  the  iEthiopic 
Versions, — ^besides  Irenaeus^  and  Victor^  of  Antioch: — you 
will  not  venture  to  say  (will  you  ?)  that  words  so  attested  are 


*  Rev.  xxii.  19. 

*  iv.  28,  c.  1  (p.  655  =  Mass.  265).    Note  that  the  reference  is  not 
to  S.  Matt.  X.  15.  »  P.  123. 
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80  evidently  a  "  plain  and  clear  error,"  as  not  to  deserve  even 
a  marginal  note  to  attest  to  posterity  *that  such  things 
were ' !  I  say  nothing  of  the  witness  of  the  Liturgical  usage 
of  the  Eastern  Church, — which  appointed  these  verses  to  be 
read  on  S.  Mark's  Day :  ^  nor  of  Theophylact,^  nor  of 
Euthyinius.^  I  appeal  to  the  consentient  testimony  of  Caiholic 
antiquity.  Find  me  older  witnesses,  if  you  can,  than  the 
*  Elders '  with  whom  Irenseus  held  converse, — men  who  must 
have  been  contemporaries  of  S.  John  the  Divine :  or  again, 
than  the  old  Latin,  the  Peschito,  and  the  Coptic  Versions. 
Then,  for  the  MSS., — Have  you  studied  S.  Mark's  Text  to  so 
little  purpose  as  not  to  have  discovered  that  the  six  imcials 
on  which  you  rely  are  the  depositories  of  an  abominably 
corrupt  Eecension  of  the  second  Gospel  ? 

But  you  committed  a  yet  more  deplorable  error  when, — 
without  leaving  behind  either  note  or  comment  of  any  sort, 
— you  obliterated  from  S.  Matth.  v.  44,  the  solemn  words 
which  I  proceed  to  underline : — "  Bless  them  that  curse  you, 
do  good  to  them  that  hate  you,  and  pray  for  them  which  despite- 
fully  use  you  and  persecute  you."  You  relied  almost  exclu- 
sively on  those  two  false  witnesses,  of  which  you  are  so 
superstitiously  fond,  B  and  k  :  regardless  of  the  testimony  of 
almost  all  the  other  Copies  besides: — of  almost  all  the 
Versions  :  —  and  of  a  host  of  primitive  Fathers  :  for  the 
missing  clauses  are  more  or  less  recognized  by  Justin  Martr. 
(a.d.  140), — by  Theophilus  Ant.  (a.d.  168), — by  Athenagoras 
(A.D.  177), — by  Clemens  Alexan.  (a.d.  192), — by  Origen 
(a.d.  210),— by  the  Apostolic  Constt.  (Ilird  cent), — ^by 
Eusebius, — by  Gregory  Nyss., — ^by  Chrysostom, — by  Isidorus, 
— by  Nilus, — by  Cyril, — by  Theodoret,  and  certain  others. 
Besides,  of  the  Latins,  by  Tertullian,  —  by  Lucifer,  —  by 


«  Viz.  vi.  7-13.  *  i.  199  and  200.  •  In  loc 
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Ambrose,  —  by  Hilary,  —  by  Pacism, — ^by  Augustine,  —  by 
Cassian,  and  many  more  ....  Verily,  my  lord  Bishop,  your 
notion  of  what  constitutes  **  clearly  preponderating  Evidence  " 
must  be  freely  admitted  to  be  at  once  original  and  peculiar. 
T  will  but  respectfully  declare  that  if  it  be  indeed  one  of  "  the 
now  estahlislied  Principles  of  Textual  Criticism  "  that  a  bishop 
is  at  liberty  to  blot  out  from  the  Gospel  such  precepts  of 
the  Incarnate  Wokd,  as  these :  to  reject,  on  the  plea  that  they 
are  *  plain  and  clear  errors,'  sayings  attested  by  twelve  primi- 
tive Fathers, — half  of  whom  lived  and  died  before  our  two 
oldest  manuscripts  (b  and  «)  came  into  being : — If  all  this  be 
so  indeed,  permit  me  to  declare  that  I  would  not  exchange 
MA'  "  iuTWcent  ignorance  "  ^  of  those  *  Principles '  for  your  giMtg 
knowledge  of  them, — no,  not  for  anything  in  the  wide  world 
which  yonder  sun  shines  down  upon. 

As  if  what  goes  before  had  not  been  injury  enough,  you 
are  found  to  have  adopted  the  extraordinary  practice  of  en- 
cumbering your  margin  with  doubts  as  to  the  Headings 
which  after  due  deliberation  you  had,  as  a  body,  retained. 
Strange  perversity!  You  could  not  find  room  to  retam  a 
record  in  your  margin  of  the  many  genuine  words  of  our 
Divine  Lord, — His  Evangelists  and  Apostles, — to  which 
Copies,  Versions,  Fathers  lend  the  fullest  attestation;  but 
you  covM  find  room  for  an  insinuation  that  His  '  Agony  and 
bloody  sweat,' — togetlier  with  His  *  Prayer  on  behalf  of  His 
murderers,' — mag  after  all  prove  to  be  nothing  else  but 
spurious  accretions  to  the  Text.  And  yet,  the  pretence  for 
so  regarding  eitlier  S.  Luke  xxii.  43,  44,  or  xxiii.  34,  is  con- 
fessedly founded  on  a  minimum  of  documentary  evidence : 
while,  as  has  been  already  shown  elsewhere,^  an  overwhelm- 
ing amount  of  ancient  testimony  renders  it  certain  that  not  a 


*  Sec  above,  pp.  347-9.  *  See  above,  pp.  79-85. 
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particle  of  doubt  attaches  to  the  Divine  record  of  either  of 
those  stupendous  incidents  ....  Room  could  not  be  found, 
it  seems,  for  a  hiiU  in  the  margin  that  such  ghastly  wounds 
as  those  above  specified  had  been  inflicted  on  S.  Mark  vi.  11 
and  S.  Matth.  v.  44 ;  ^  but  twenty-two  lines  could  be  spared 
against  Rom.  ix.  5  for  the  free  ventilation  of  the  vile 
Socinian  gloss  with  which  unbelievers  in  every  age  have 
sought  to  evacuate  one  of  the  grandest  assertions  of  our 
Saviour's  Godhead.  May  I  be  permitted,  without  oflfence, 
to  avow  myself  utterly  astonished  ? 

Even  this  however  is  not  all.  The  7th  of  the  Rules  under 
which  you  undertook  the  work  of  Revision,  was,  that  '  tJie 
Headings  of  Chapters  should  be  revised,'  This  Rule  you  have 
not  only  failed  to  comply  with ;  but  you  have  actually 
deprived  us  of  those  headings  entirely.  You  have  thereby 
done  us  a  grievous  wrong.  We  demand  to  have  the  headings 
of  our  chapters  back. 

You  have  further,  without  warrant  of  any  sort,  deprived 
us  of  our  Marginal  Be/eren^s.  These  we  cannot  afford  to  he 
without.  We  claim  that  thcg  also  may  be  restored.  The 
very  best  Commentary  on  Holy  Scripture  are  they,  with 
which  I  am  acquainted.  They  call  for  learned  and  judicious 
Revision,  certainly ;  and  they  might  be  profitably  enlargeil. 
But  they  may  never  be  taken  away. 

And  now,  my  lord  Bishop,  if  I  have  not  succeeded  in 
convincing  you  that  the  Revisers  not  only  "  exceeded  their  In- 
structions in  the  course  which  they  adopted  with  regard  to 
the  Greek  Text,"  but  even  acted  in  open  defiance  of  their 
Instructions;  did  both  a  vast  deal  more  than  they  were 
authorized  to  do,  and  also  a  vast  deal  less ; — it  has  certainly 
been  no  fault  of  mine.     As  for  your  original  contention  ^  that 


'  Sec  above,  i)\\  409-411.  *  See  above,  \\  309. 
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^* nothing  can  he  more  unjust^*  than  the  charge  broughfc 
against  the  Eevisers  of  having  exceeded  their  Instructions, 
— I  venture  to  ask,  on  the  contrary,  whether  anything  can 
be  more  unreasonable  (to  give  it  no  harsher  name)  than  the 

DENIAL  ? 

[16]  The  calamity  of  the  *  New   Greek  Text*  traced  to  its 

source. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  accounting  for  the  most  serious 
of  the  foregoing  phenomena.  They  are  the  inevitable  con- 
sequence of  your  having  so  far  succumbed  at  the  outset  to 
Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  as  to  permit  them  to  communicate 
bit  by  bit,  under  promise  of  secrecy,  their  own  outrageous 
Eevised  Text  of  the  N.  T.  to  their  colleagues,  accompanied 
by  a  printed  disquisition  in  advocacy  of  their  own  peculiar 
critical  views.  One  would  have  expected  in  the  Chairman 
of  the  Eevising  body,  that  the  instant  he  became  aware  of 
any  such  manoeuvre  on  the  part  of  two  of  the  society,  he 
•  would  have  remonstrated  with  them  somewhat  as  follows,  or 
at  least  to  this  effect : — 

"  This  cannot  be  permitted.  Gentlemen,  on  any  terms.  We 
have  not  been  appointed  to  revise  the  Oreek  Text  of  the  N.  T. 
Our  one  business  is  to  revise  the  Authorized  English  Version, 
— introducing  such  changes  only  as  are  absolutely  necessary. 
The  Eesolutions  of  Convocation  are  express  on  this  head : 
and  it  is  my  duty  to  see  that  they  are  faithfully  carried  out. 
True,  that  we  shall  be  obliged  to  avail  ourselves  of  our  skill 
in  Textual  Criticism — (such  as  it  is) — to  correct  *  plain  and 
clear  errors  *  in  the  Greek :  but  t?iere  we  shall  be  obliged  to 
stop.  I  stand  pledged  to  Convocation  on  this  point  by  my 
own  recent  utterances.  That  two  of  our  members  should  be 
solicitous  (by  a  side-wind)  to  obtain  for  their  own  singular 
Eevision  of  the  Greek  Text  the  sanction  of  our  united  body. 


• 
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— is  intelligible  enough :  but  I  should  consider  myself  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  Trust  were  I  to  lend  myself  to  the  promotion 
of  their  object.  Let  me  hope  tliat  I  have  you  all  with  me 
when  I  point  out  that  on  every  occasion  when  Dr.  Scrivener, 
on  the  one  hand,  (who  in  matters  of  Textual  Criticism  is 
f<wde  princeps  among  us,)  and  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  on  the 
other,  prove  to  be  irreconcileably  opposed  in  their  views, — 
t?iere  the  Eeceived  Greek  Text  must  by  all  means  be  let 
alone.  We  have  agreed,  you  will  remember,  to  '  make  the 
current  Textus  Beceptus  the  standard;  departing  from  it  only 
wh&n  critical  or  grammatieal  considerations  show  that  it  is 
dearly  necessary*  ^  It  would  be  unreasonable,  in  my  judg- 
ment, that  anything  in  the  Received  Text  should  be  claimed  to 
be '  a  clear  and  plain  error,'  on  which  those  who  represent  the 
two  antagonistic  schools  of  Criticism  find  themselves  utterly 
imable  to  come  to  any  accord.  In  the  meantime,  Drs.  West- 
cott and  Hort  are  earnestly  recommended  to  submit  to  public 
inspection  that  Text  which  they  have  been  for  twenty  years 
elaborating,  and  which  for  some  time  past  has  been  in  print. 
Their  labours  cannot  be  too  freely  ventilated,  too  searchingly 
examined,  too  generally  known :  but  I  strongly  deprecate 
their  furtive  production  Iiere.  All  too  eager  advocacy  of  the 
novel  Theory  of  the  two  accomplished  Professors,  I  shall 
think  it  my  duty  to  discourage,  and  if  need  be  to  repress.  A 
printed  volume,  enforced  by  the  suasive  rhetoric  qf  its  tiao 
producers,  gives  to  one  side  an  imfair  advantage.  But  indeed 
I  must  end  as  I  began,  by  respectfully  inviting  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort  to  remember  that  we  meet  here,  not  in  order  to 
fabricate  a  new  Greek  Text,  but  in  order  to  revise  our  '  Author- 
ized English  Version!  "  .  .  .  .  Such,  in  substance,  is  the  kind 
of  Allocution  which  it  was  to  have  been  expected  that  the 
Episcopal  Chairman  of  a  Revising  body  would  address  to 


Bp.  Ellicott  on  Revision,  p.  30. 
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his  fellow-labourers  the  first  time  he  saw  them  enter  the 
Jerusalem  chamber  furnished  with  the  sheets  of  Westcott 
and  Hort's  N.  T. ;  especially  if  he  was  aware  that  those 
Eevisers  had  been  individually  talked  over  by  the  Editors  of 
the  work  in  question,  (themselves  Eevisionists) ;  and  per- 
ceived that  the  result  of  the  deliberations  of  the  entire  body 
was  in  consequence,  in  a  fair  way  of  becoming  a  foregone 
conclusion,  —  unless  indeed,  by  earnest  remonstrance,  he 
might  be  yet  in  time  to  stave  off  the  threatened  danger. 

But  instead  of  saying  anything  of  this  kind,  my  lord 
Bishop,  it  is  clear  from  your  pamphlet  that  you  made  the 
Theory  of  Drs.Westcott  and  Hort  ymir  own  Theory ;  and  their 
Text,  by  necessary  consequence,  in  the  main  your  own  Text 
You  lost  sight  of  all  the  pledges  you  had  given  in  Convoca- 
tion. You  suddenly  became  a  partizan.  Having  secured  the 
precious  advocacy  of  Bp.  Wilberforce, — whose  sentiments  on 
the  subject  you  had  before  adopted, — you  at  once  threw  him 
and  them  overboard.^  ....  I  can  scarcely  imagine,  in  a  good 
man  like  yourself,  conduct  more  reckless, — more  disappoint- 
ing,— more  unintelligible.     But  I  must  hasten  on. 

[17]  Bp, Mlicotfs  defence  of  the  'New  Greek  Text,*  in  sixtee^i 

particulars,  examined. 

It  follows  to  consider  the  strangest  feature  of  your 
pamphlet :  viz.  those  two-and-thirty  pages  (p.  43  to  p.  75)  in 
which,  descending  from  generals,  you  venture  to  dispute  in 
sixteen  particulars  the  sentence  passed  upon  your  new  Greek 
Text  by  the  Quarterly  Review,  I  call  this  part  of  your 
pamphlet  "strange,"  because  it  displays  such  singular  in- 
aptitude to  appreciate  the  force  of  Evidence.  But  in  fact, 
{dt  venia  verbo)  your  entire  method  is  quite  unworthy  of  you. 
Wliereas  /  appeal  throughout  to  Ancient  Testimony,  you  seek 
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to  put  me  down  by  flaunting  in  my  face  Modem  Opinion, 
This,  with  a  great  deal  of  Eeiteration,  proves  to  be  literally 
the  sum  of  your  contention.  Thus,  concerning  S.  Matth.  i.  25, 
the  Quarterly  Eeviewer  pointed  out  (sif/>rd  pp.  123-4)  that 
the  testimony  of  B  «,  together  with  that  of  the  Vlth-century 
fragment  z,  and  two  cursive  copies  of  bad  character, — cannot 
possibly  stand  against  the  testimony  of  all  other  copies. 
You  plead  in  reply  that  on  "  those  two  oldest  manuscripts 
the  vast  Toajority  of  Critics  set  a  high  valued  Very  likely :  but 
for  all  that,  you  are  I  suppose  aware  that  B  and  k  are  two  of 
the  most  corrupt  documents  in  existence  ?  And,  inasmuch 
as  they  are  confessedly  derived  from  one  and  the  same 
depraved  original,  you  will  I  presume  allow  that  they  may 
not  be  adduced  as  two  independent  authorities  ?  At  all  events, 
when  I  further  show  you  that  almost  all  the  Versions,  and 
literally  every  one,  of  the  Fathers  who  quote  the  place,  (they 
are  eighteen  in  number,)  are  against  you, — how  can  you  pos- 
sibly think  there  is  any  force  or  relevancy  whatever  in  your 
self-complacent  announcement,^ — "We  cannot  hesitate  to 
express  our  agreement  with  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles  who  see 
in  these  words  an  interpolation  derived  from  S.  Luke.  The 
same  appears  to  have  been  the  j^idgment  of  Lachm^nn*'  Do 
you  desire  that  that  should  pass  for  argument  ? 

To  prolong  a  discussion  of  this  nature  with  you,  were 
plainly  futile.  Instead  of  repeating  what  I  have  already 
delivered — briefly  indeed,  yet  sufficiently  in  detail, — I  will 
content  myself  with  humbly  imitating  what,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  was  Nelson's  plan  when  he  fought  the  battle  of  the 
Nile.  He  brought  his  frigates,  one  by  one,  alongside  those 
of  the  enemy ; — ^lashed  himself  to  the  foe ; — and  poured  in 
his  broadsides.  We  remember  with  what  result.  The  six- 
teen instances  which  you  have  yourself  selected,  shall  now 
be  indicated.     First,  on  every  occasion,  reference  shall  be 
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made  to  the  place  in  the  present  volume  where  my  own  Cri- 
ticism on  your  Greek  Text  is  to  be  found  in  detail.  Eeaders 
of  your  pamphlet  are  invited  next  to  refer  to  your  own  seve- 
ral attempts  at  refutation,  which  shall  also  be  indicated  by  a 
reference  to  your  pages.  I  am  quite  contented  to  abide  by 
the  verdict  of  any  unprejudiced  person  of  average  under- 
standing and  fair  education : — 

(1)  Four  words  omitted  in  S.  Matth.  i.  25, — complained  of, 
above,  pp.  122-4. — ^You  defend  the  omission  in  your  pam- 
plilet  at  pages  43-4, — falling  back  on  Tischendorf,  Tregelles 
and  Lachmann,  as  explained  on  the  opposite  paga     (p.  416.) 

(2)  The  omission  of  S.  Matth.  xvii.  21, — proved  to  be  in- 
defensible, above,  pp.  91-2. — Tlio  omission  is  defended  by 
you  at  pp.  44-5, — on  the  ground,  that  although  Lachmann 
retains  the  verse,  and  Tregelles  only  places  it  in  brackets, 
(Tischendorf  alone  of  the  three  omitting  it  entirely,) — "it 
must  be  remembered  that  here  Lachmann  and  Tregelles  were 
not  acquainted  with  K." 

(3)  The  omission  of  S.  Matth.  xviii.  11, — shown  to  bo 
unreasonable,  above,  p.  92. — You  defend  the  omission  in  your 
pp.  45-7, — remarking  that  "  Jiere  there  is  even  less  room  for 
doubt  than  in  the  preceding  cases.  The  three  critical  editors 
are  all  agreed  in  rejecting  this  verse." 

(4)  The  substitution  of  rpropet  for  hroUi^  in  S.  Mark  vi.  20, 
— strongly  complained  of,  above,  pp.  66-9. — Your  defence  is 
at  pp.  47-8.  You  urge  that  "  in  this  case  again  the  Revisers 
have  Tiscliendorf  only  on  their  side,  and  not  Lachmami  nor 
Tregelles :  but  it  must  be  remembered  that  these  critics  had 
not  the  reading  of  K  before  them." 

(5)  The  thrusting  of  iraKiv  (after  airoareXei)  into  S.  Mark 
xi.  3, — objected  against,  above,  pp.  56-8. — You  defend  your- 
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self  at  pp.  48-9, — and  "  cannot  doubt  that  the  Revisers  were 
perfectly  justified  "  in  doing  "  as  Tischendorf  and  Tregelles 
had  done  before  them," — viz.  inventing  a  new  Gospel  incident. 

(6)  The  mess  you  have  made  of  S.  Mark  xi.  8, — exposed  by 
the  Quarterly  Reviewer,  above,  pp.  58-Gl, — ^you  defend  at 
pp.  49-52.  You  have  "  preferred  to  read  with  Tischendorf  and 
Tr^elles."    About, 

(7)  S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20,— and  (8)  S.  Luke  ii.  14,-1  shall 
have  a  few  serious  words  to  say  immediately.    About, 

(9)  the  20  certainly  genuine  words  you  have  omitted  fipom 
S.  Luke  ix.  55,  56, — I  promise  to  give  you  at  no  distant  date 
an  elaborate  lecture.  "Are  we  to  understand"  (you  ask) 
"that  the  Reviewer  honestly  believes  the  added  words  to 
have  formed  part  of  the  Sacred  Autograph  ?"  (*  The  omitted 
words,*  you  mean.)    To  be  sure  you  are ! — I  answer. 

(10)  The  am^izing  Uwnder  endorsed  by  the  Revisers  in 
S.  Luke  X.  15 ;  which  I  have  exposed  above,  at  pp.  54r-6. — 
You  defend  the  blunder  (as  usual)  at  pp.  55-6,  remarking 
that  the  Revisers,  *'vnth  Lachmunn,  Tischendorf,  and  Tre- 
gelles, adopt  the  interrogative  form."  (This  seems  to  be  a  part 
of  your  style.) 

(11)  The  depraved  exhibition  of  the  LoRirs  Prayer  (S.  Luke 
xi.  2-4)  which  I  have  commented  on  above,  at  pp.  34-6, — 
you  applaud  (as  usual)  at  pp.  56-8  of  your  pamphlet,  "  with 
Tischendorf  and  Tregelles." 

(12)  The  omission  of  7  important  words  in  S.  Luke  xxiii. 
38, 1  have  commented  on,  above,  at  pp.  85-8. — You  defend 
the  omission,  and  "  the  texts  of  Tischendorf  and  Tr^elles," 
at  pp.  58-9. 
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(13)  The  gross  fabrication  in  S.  Luke  xxiii.  45,  I  have 
exposed,  above,  at  pp.  61-5. — You  defend  it,  at  pp.  59-61. 

(14)  A  plain  omission  in  S.  John  xiv.  4,  I  have  pointed 
out,  above,  at  pp.  72-3. — You  defend  it,  at  pp.  61-2  of  your 
pamphlet 

(15)  *  Titus  Justus'  thrust  by  the  Revisers  into  Acts  xviii. 
7, 1  have  shown  to  be  an  imaginary  personage,  above,  at 
pp.  53-4. — You  stand  up  for  the  interesting  stranger  at  pp. 
62-4  of  your  pamphlet.    Lastly, 

(16)  My  discussion  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16  {mprd,  pp.  98-106), — 
you  contend  against  from  p.  64  to  p.  76. — The  true  reading  of 
this  important  place,  (which  is  not  your  reading,)  you  will 
find  fully  discussed  from  p.  424  to  p.  501. 

I  have  already  stated  why  I  dismiss  thirteen  out  of  your 
sixteen  instances  in  this  summary  manner.  The  remaining 
three  I  have  reserved  for  further  discussion  for  a  reason  I 
proceed  to  explain. 

[18]  Bp.  EUicotfs  claim  that  the  Revisers  were  guided  hy  *  the 
consentient  testimony  of  the  most  ancieni  Authorities' — dis-  - 
proved  hy  an  appeal  to  their  handling  of  S.  Luke  ii.  14  and 
of  S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20.  The  self-same  daim, — {namely,  of 
abiding  by  the  verdict  of  CatJwlic  Antiquity,) — vindieatal, 
on  the  contrary,  for  the  '  Quarterly  Reviewer.* 

You  labour  hard  throughout  your  pamphlet  to  make  it 
appear  that  the  point  at  which  our  methods,  (yours  and  mine,) 
respectively  diverge, — is,  that  /  insist  on  making  my  appeal 
to  the  *  Text'u^  Reeeptus ; '  you,  to  AndetU  Authority.  But 
happily,  my  lord  Bishop,  this  is  a  point  which  admits  of 
being  brought  to  issue  by  an  appeal  to  fact.     You  shall  first 
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be  heard :  and  you  are  observed  to  express  yourself  on  behalf 
of  the  Revising  body,  as  follows  : 

"  It  was  impossible  to  mistake  the  conviction  uik)ii  which  i<8 
Textual  decisions  were  based. 

"It  was  a  conviction  that  (1)  The  true  Text  was  not  to  be 
SOUGHT  IN  THE  Textus  Receptus  ;  OF  (2)  In  the  bulk  of  the 
Cursive  Manuscripts;  or  (3)  In  the  Uncials  (with  or  without 
the  support  of  the  Codex  Akxandrinus  ;y  or  (4)  In  the  Fathers 
who  lived  after  Chrysostom  ;  or  (5)  In  Chrysostom  himself  and 
his  contemporaries ;  but  (6)  In  the  consentient  testimony  op 
the  most  ancient  authorities." — (p.  28.) 

In  such  terms  you  venture  to  contrast  our  respective 
methods.  You  want  the  public  to  believe  that /make  the 
'Textus  Receptus'  "a  stavdard from  which  there  shall  he  no 
appeal" — entertain  "  the  notion  that  it  is  little  else  than  sacri- 
lege to  imjMgn  the  tradition  of  the  last  300  years" * — and  so 
forth  ; — while  you  and  your  colleagues  act  upon  the  convic- 
tion that  the  Truth  is  rather  to  be  sought  "  in  the  conscTiHcnt 
testimony  of  tlie  most  ancient  Authorities'*  I  proceed  to  show 
you,  ])y  appealing  to  an  actual  instance,  that  neither  of  these 
statements  is  correct. 

(a)  And  first,  permit  me  to  speak  for  myself.  Finding 
that  you  challenge  the  Received  reading  of  S.  Luke  iL  14, 
(*  good  will  towards  men ')  ; — and  that,  (on  the  authority  of  4 
Greek  Codices  [«  A  B  d],  all  Latin  documents,  and  the  Gothic 
Version,)  you  contend  that  *  peace  among  men  in  whoni  he  is 
well  pleased  *  ought  to  be  read,  instead ; — I  make  my  appeal 
unreservedly  to  Antiquity.^  I  request  tJu  Ancients  to  adju- 
dicate between  you  and  me  by  favouring  us  with  their 
verdict.     Accordingly,  I  find  as  follows : 

That,  in  the  Ilnd  century,  —  the  Syriac  Versions  and 
Irenjcus  s^tpjyort  the  Received  Text : 


*  Tage  4.  -  Si*o  al)ovc,  pp.  41  to  47. 
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That,  ill  the  Ilird  century, — the  Coptic  Version, — Origen 
ill  3  places,  and — the  Apostolical  Constitutions  in  2,  do  the 
same : 

That,  in  the  IVth  century,  (to  which  century,  you  are 
invited  to  remember,  codices  b  and  K  behng,) — Eusebius, — 
Aphraates  the  Persian, — Titus  of  Bostra, — each  in  2  places : — 
Didymus  in  3: — Gregory  of  Nazianzus, — Cyril  of  Jer., — 
Epiphanius  2 — and  Gregory  of  Nyssa — 4  times  :  Ephraena 
Syr., — Philo  bp.  of  Carpasus, — Chrysostom  9  times, — and  an 
luiknown  Antiochian  contemporary  of  his : — these  eleven,  I 
once  more  find,  are  every  one  against  you : 

That,  in  the  Vth  century, — besides  the  Armenian  Version, 
Cyril  of  Alex,  in  14  places : — Theodoret  in  4 ; — Theo<lotus  of 
Ancyra  in  5: — Proclus: — Paulus  of  Emesa: — the  Eastern 
bishops  of  Ephesus  collectively,  aA),  431; — and  Basil  of 
Seleucia : — tliese  contemporaries  of  cod.  A  I  find  are  all  ciyht 
wjiunst  you : 

That,  in  the  Vlth  century, — besides  the  Georgian — and 
^thiopic  Versions, — Cosmas,  5  times: — Anastasius  Sinait. 
and  Eulogius,  {contemporaries  of  cod.  D,)  are  all  three  with  tlie 
Tradithnal  Text: 

That,  in  the  Vllth  and  Vlllth  centuries, — Andreas  of 
Crete,  2 : — pope  Martinus  at  the  Lat.  Council : — Cosmas,  bp. 
of  Maiume  near  Gaza, — and  his  pupil  John  Damascene; — 
together  with  Germanus,  abp.  of  Constantinople : — are  again 
all  five  with  the  Traditimiai  Text, 

To  these  35,  must  be  added  18  other  ancient  authorities 
with  which  the  reader  has  been  already  made  acquainted 
(viz.  at  pp.  44-5)  :  all  of  which  bear  the  self-same  evidence. 

Thus  I  have  enumerated  fifty-three  ancient  Greek  authori- 
ties,— of  which  sixteen  belong  to  the  Ilnd,  Ilird,  and  IVth 
centuries :  and  thirty-seven  to  the  Vth,  Vlth,  Vllth,  and 
Vlllth. 
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And  now,  which  of  us  two  i8  found  to  have  made  the 
fairer  and  the  fuller  appeal  to  '  the  consentient  testimony  of 
the  most  ancient  authorities :  *  you  or  /  /  .  .  .  This  first. 

And  next,  since  the  foregoing  53  names  belong  to  some 
of  the  most  famous  personages  in  Ecclesiastical  antiquity  : 
are  dotted  over  every  region  of  ancient  Christendom :  in 
many  instances  are  far  more  ancieiU  than  codices  B  and  k  : — 
with  what  show  of  reason  will  you  pretend  that  the  evidence 
concerning  S.  Luke  ii.  14  "  clearly  preponderates  "  in  favout 
of  the  reading  which  you  and  your  friends  prefer  ? 

I  claim  at  all  events  to  have  demonstrated  that  both  your 
statements  are  unfounded :  viz.  (1)  That  /  seek  for  the  truth 
of  Scripture  in  the  *Textus  Eeceptus:'  and  (2)  That  you 
seek  it  in  '  the  consentient  testimony  of  the  most  ancietU 
autJiorities,' — (Why  not  frankly  avow  that  you  believe  the 
Truth  of  Scripture  is  to  be  sought  for,  and  found,  in  "  the 
consentient  testimony  of  codices  k  ami  B  "  ?) 

(&)  Similarly,  concerning  the  last  12  Verses  of  S.  Mark, 
wliich  you  brand  with  suspicion  and  separate  off  from 
the  rest  of  the  Gospel,  in  token  that,  in  your  opinion, 
there  is  "  a  breach  of  continuity  "  (p.  53),  (whatever  that  may 
mean,)  between  verses  8  and  9.  Your  ground  for  thus 
disallowing  the  last  12  Verses  of  the  second  Gospel,  is,  tliat 
B  and  K  omit  them : — that  a  few  late  MSS,  exhibit  a  wretched 
alternative  for  them: — and  that  Eusebius  says  they  were 
often  away.  Now,  my  method  on  the  contrary  is  to  refer  all 
such  questions  to  "  the  consentient  testimony  of  the  most 
ancient  aiUhorities"  And  I  invite  you  to  note  the  result  of 
such  an  appeal  in  the  present  instance.  The  Verses  in 
(question  1  find  are  recognized, 
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In  the  Ilnd  century, — By  the  Old  Latin — and  Syriac 
Verss. :  — by  Papias ; — Justin  M. ; — IrencBUS ; — Tertulliau. 

In  the  Ilird  century, — By  the  Coptic — and  the  Sahidic 
Versions : — by  Hippolytus ; — by  Vincentius  at  the  seventh 
Council  of  Carthage ; — by  the  '  Acta  Pilati ;' — and  by  the 
*  Apostolical  Constitutions '  in  two  places. 

In  the  IVth  century, — By  Cureton's  Syr.  and  the  Gothic 
Verss. : — besides  the  Syriac  Table  of  Canons ; — ^Eusebius ; — 
Macarius  Magnes ; — Aphraates ;  —  Didymus ;  —  the  Syriac 
'  Acts  of  the  Ap. ;' — Epiphanius ; — Leontius ; — ps.-Ephraem ; 
— Ambrose ; — Chrysostom ; — Jerome ; — ^Augustine. 

In  the  Vth  century, — Besides  the  Armenian  Vers., — by 
codices  a  and  C; — by  Leo; — Nestorius; — Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria ; — ^Victor  of  Antioch ; — Patricius ; — Marius  Mercator. 

In  the  Vlth  and  Vllth  centuries, — Besides  cod.  d, — the 
Georgian  and  ^Ethiopic  Verss. : — by  Hesychius ; — Gregentius ; 
— Prosper; — John,  abp.  of  Thessalonica ;  —  and  Modestus, 
bishop  of  Jerusalem.  .  .  .  (See  above,  pages  36-40.) 

And  now,  once  more,  my  lord  Bishop, — Pray  which  of  us 
is  it, — yaic  or  /, — who  seeks  for  the  truth  of  Scripture  "  in 
tJie  coTisenticTU  testimony  of  the  most  ancient  authorities  "  ?  On 
my  side  there  have  been  adduced  in  evidence  six  witnesses  of 
the  Ilnd  century : — six  of  the  Ilird :— fifteen  of  the  IVth : 
—nine  of  the  Vth  :—ei^ht  of  the  Vlth  and  Vllth,— (44  in  aU) : 
while  you  are  found  to  rely  on  codices  b  and  m  (as  before), 
supported  by  a  single  obiter  dictum  of  Eusebius.  I  have 
said  nothing  as  yet  about  the  whole  body  of  the  Copies: 
nothing  about  universaly  immem/nial,  IMwrgical  use.  Do  you 
seriously  imagine  that  the  testimony  on  your  side  is  'de- 
cidedly preponderating '  ?  Above  all,  will  you  venture 
again  to  exhibit  our  respective  methods  as  in  your  pamphlet 
you  have  done  ?  I  protest  solemnly  that,  in  your  pages,  I 
recognize  neither  myself  nor  you. 
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Permit  me  to  declare  that  I  hold  your  disallowance  of 
S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20  to  be  the  gravest  and  most  damaging  of 
all  the  many  mistakes  which  you  and  your  friends  have 
committed.  "  The  textual  facts,"  (say  you,  speaking  of  the 
last  12  Verses,) — "  have  been  placed  before  the  reader, 
because  Truth  itself  demanded  it."  This  (with  Canon  Cook*) 
I  entifely  deny.  It  is  because  "  the  textual  facts  have  "  not 
"  been  placed  before  the  reader,"  that  I  am  offended.  As 
usual,  you  present  your  readers  with  a  one-sided  statement, 
— a  partial,  and  therefore  inadmissible,  exhibition  of  the  facts, 
— facts  which,  fully  stated  and  fairly  explained,  would,  (as  you 
cannot  fail  to  be  aware,)  be  fatal  to  your  contention. 

But,  I  forbear  to  state  so  mucli  as  one  of  them.  The  evidence 
has  already  filled  a  volume.^  Even  if  I  were  to  allow  that  in 
your  marginal  note,  "  the  textual  facts  Jmve  been  [fully  and 
fairly]  placed  before  the  reader/' — what  possible  pretence  do 
you  suppose  they  afford  for  severing  the  last  12  Verses  from 
the  rest  of  S.  Mark,  in  token  that  they  form  no  part  of 
the  genuine  Gospel  ?  .  .  .  This,  however,  is  only  by  the  way. 
I  have  proved  to  you  that  it  is  / — not  ymi — who  rest  my 
case  on  an  appeal  to  Catholic  Antiquity  :  and  tliis  is  the 
only  thing  I  am  concerned  just  now  to  establish. 

I  proceed  to  contribute  something  to  the  Textual  Criticism 
of  a  famous  place  in  S.  Paul's  first  Epistle  to  TJmotliy, — on 
which  you  have  challenged  me  to  a  trial  of  strength. 

[19]  **(j5i)D  teas  manifested  in  tfje  flesb'' 

SHOWN  TO  BE  THE  TRUE  READING  OF   1   TIMOTHY  III.    16. 

A  DISSERTATION. 

In  conclusion,  you  insist  on  ripping  up  the  discussion 
concerning  1  Tim.  iii.  16.   I  had  already  devoted  eight  pages 

^  rages  17,  18.  2  .See  above,  i>.  37,  note  Q), 
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to  this  subject.*  You  reply  in  twelve.^  That  I  may  not  be 
thought  wanting  in  courtesy,  the  present  rejoinder  shall 
extend  to  seventy-six.  I  propose,  without  repeating  myself, 
to  follow  you  over  the  ground  you  have  re-opened.  But  it 
will  be  convenient  that  I  should  define  at  the  outset  what  is 
precisely  the  point  in  dispute  between  you  and  me.  I  presume 
it  to  be  undeniably  this: — That  whereas  the  Easterns  from 
time  immemorial,  (and  we  with  them,  since  Tyndale  in  1534 
gave  us  our  English  Version  of  the  N.  T.,)  have  read  the 
place  thus : — (I  set  the  words  down  in  plain  English,  because 
the  issue  admits  of  being  every  bit  as  clearly  exhibited  in 
the  vernacular,  as  in  Greek :  and  because  I  am  determined 
that  all  who  are  at  tlie  pains  to  read  the  present  Dissertation 
shall  understand  it  also :) — Whereas,  I  say,  we  liave  liitherto 
read  the  place  thus, 

"  GRE.VT  IS  THE  MYSTERY  OF  GODLINESS : — GOD  WAS  MANI- 
FEST IN  THE  FLESH,  JUSTIFIED  IN  THE  SPIRIT,  SEEN  OF  AnGELS, 
TRE^VCIIED  UNTO  THE  GeNTILES,  BELIEVED  ON  IN  TUB  WORLD, 
RECEIVED  UP  INTO  GLORY :" 

You  insist  tliat  this  is  a  *' plain  arid  clear  error"  You 
contend  that  there  is  "  decidedly  preponderating  emicncc  "  for 
reading  instead, 

"  Great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness,  who  was  mani- 
fested IN  the  flesh,  justified  in  the  Spirit,"  &c.  : 

Which  contention  of  yours  I  hold  to  bo  demonstrably  incor- 
rect, and  proceed  to  prove  is  a  complete  misconception. 

{A)  Preliminary  explanations  and  cautions. 

But  English  readers  will  require  to  have  it  explained  to 
them  at  the  outset,  that  inasmuch  as  eeoc  (God)  is  invariably 


1  Pages  98-106.  "  Pages  64-76. 
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written  5C  in  manuscripts,  tho  only  difference  between  the 
word  '  God  '  and  the  word  *  who '  (oc)  consists  of  two  hori- 
zontal strokes, — one,  which  distinguishes  e  from  o;  and 
another  similar  stroke  (above  the  letters  ec)  which  indicates 
that  a  word  has  been  contracted.  And  further,  that  it  was 
the  custom  to  trace  these  two  horizontal  lines  so  wondrous 
faintly  that  they  sometimes  actually  elude  observation. 
Throughout  cod.  A,  in  fact,  the  letter  e  is  often  scarcely 
distinguishable  from  the  letter  o. 

It  requires  also  to  be  explained  for  the  benefit  of  the  same 
English  reader, — (and  it  will  do  learned  readers  no  harm  to 
be  reminded,) — that  ** mystery**  (fitMm]piov)  being  a  neuter 
noun,  cannot  be  followed  by  the  masculine  pronoun  (09), — 
"  who**  Such  an  expression  is  abhorrent  alike  to  Grammar 
and  to  Logic, — is  intolerable,  in  Greek  as  in  English.  By 
consequence,  ck  {'*who**)  is  found  to  have  been  early  ex- 
changed for  o  ("which**).  From  a  copy  so  depraved,  the 
Latin  Version  was  executed  in  the  second  century.  Accord- 
ingly, every  known  copy  or  quotation  *  of  the  Latin  exhibits 
"quod."  Greek  authorities  for  this  reading  (o)  are  few 
enough.  They  have  been  specified  already,  viz.  at  page  100. 
And  with  this  brief  statement,  the  reading  in  question  might 
have  been  dismissed,  seeing  that  it  has  found  no  patron  since 
Griesbach  declared  against  it.  It  was  however  very  hotly 
contended  for  during  the  last  century, — Sir  Isaac  Newton 
and  Wetstein  being  its  most  strenuous  advocates;  and  it 
would  be  unfair  entirely  to  lose  sight  of  it  now. 

Tlie  two  rival  readings,  however,  in  1  Tim.  iii«  16,  are, — 
^€0^  i<l>av€pd>0r)  (*  GoD  was  manifested '),  on  the  one  hand ; 
and  TO  Tr]<i  evae^eia^i  fivarripioVf  09  ("  the  mystery  of  godliness, 
who**)y  on  the  other.     These  are  the   two  readings,  I  say. 


The  exceptions  are  not  worth  noticing  hei'e. 
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between  whose  conflicting  claims  we  are  to  adjudicate.  For 
I  request  that  it  may  be  loyally  admitted  at  the  outset^ — 
(though  it  has  been  conveniently  overlooked  by  the  Critics 
whom  you  follow,) — that  the  expression  &9  i^vepdiOri  in 
Patristic  quotations,  urdesa  it  he  immediately  preceded  hy  the 
word  fiv<TT^piov,  is  nothing  to  the  purpose ;  at  all  events,  does 
not  prove  the  thing  which  you  are  bent  on  proving.  English 
readers  will  see  tliis  at  a  glance.  An  Anglican  divine, — 
with  reference  to  1  Timothy  iii.  16, — may  surely  speak  of  our 
Saviour  as  One  **  who  was  manifested  in  the  flesh," — without 
risk  of  being  straightway  suspected  of  employing  a  copy  of 
the  English  Version  which  exhibits  "  the  mystery  of  godliness 
wJu)"  "  Ex  hujusmodi  locis  '*  (as  Matthaei  truly  remarks) 
*'  nemo,  nisi  mente  captus,  in  contextu  sacro  probabit  S^."  ^ 

When  Epiphanius  therefore, — professing  to  transcribe^  from 
an  earlier  treatise  of  his  own^  where  i<f>av€p(!>0ff  stands 
zvithout  a  nominative,^  writes  (if  he  really  does  write)  ft? 
i<l}ai/€p<i>0f},^ — we  are  not  at  liberty  to  infer  therefrom  that 
Epiphanius  is  opposed  to  the  reading  ©€09. — Still  less  is  it 
lawful  to  draw  the  same  inference  from  the  Latin  Version  of 
a  letter  of  Eutherius  [a.d.  431]  in  which  the  expression  *  qui 
manifestortiis  est  in  came,*  •  occurs. — Least  of  all  should  we  be 
warranted  in  citing  Jerome  as  a  witness  for  reading  09  in 


»  N.  T.  cd.  2da.  1807,  iii.  442-3.  «  i.  887  c. 

'  Called  Aiicoratus,  written  in  Pampbylia,  a.d.  373.  The  extract  in 
Ado.  I  Jar.  extends  from  p.  887  to  p.  899  (=  Ancor.  iL  67-79). 

*  ii.  74  b.  Note,  that  to  begin  the  quotation  at  the  word  €<fiav€p&Bfi  was 
a  frequent  practice  with  the  ancients,  especially  when  enough  had  been 
naid  already  to  make  it  plain  that  it  was  of  the  Son  they  were  speaking, 
ur  when  it  would  have  been  nothing  to  the  purpose  to  be^n  with  Gcoff. 
Thus  Origen,  iv.  465  c : — Didymus  on  1  John  apud  Galland.  vi.  301  a : 
— Xestorius,  apudQynX,  vi.  103  e: — jis-Chrysost.  x.  763  c,  764  c: — and 
the  Liitiu  of  Cyril  v.*  786.    So  indeed  p8-E[)iphaniu8,  ii.  307  c. 

^  i.  894  c.  •  Apud  Theodorct,  v.  719. 
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this  place,  because  (in  his  Commentary  on  Isaiah)  he  speaks 
of  our  Saviour  as  One  who  *  was  manifested  in  the  flesh, 
justified  in  the  Spirit/^ 

As  for  reasoning  thus  concerning  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  it  is 
demonstrably  inadmissible :  seeing  that  at  the  least  on  two 
distinct  occasions,  tliis  Father  exhibits  0€O9  €<f>av€p€o6ij.  I  am 
not  unaware  that  in  a  certain  place,  apostrophizing  the 
Doceta%  he  says, — "  Ye  do  err,  not  knowing  the  Scriptures, 
nor  indeed  the  great  mystery  of  godliness,  that  is  Christ,  who 
(09)  was  mamfestcd  in  the  flesh,  jtistiflcd  in  tJie  Spirit"  * 
&c.  &c.  And  presently,  "  I  consider  the  mystery  of  godi.in4:ss 
to  be  no  other  thing  but  the  Word  of  God  the  Fatueii,  who 
(09)  Himself  was  manifested  in  the  flesh** ^  But  there  is 
notlun^  whatever  in  this  to  invalidate  the  testimony  of  those 
other  places  in  wliich  0eo9  actually  occurs.  It  is  logically  in- 
admissible, I  mean,  to  set  aside  the  places  where  Cyril  is  found 
actually  to  wiite  Beo9  icpavepcoOrj,  because  in  other  places  he 
employs  1  Tim.  iii.  16  less  precisely  ;  leaving  it  to  be  inferred 
— (whicli  indeed  is  abundantly  plain) — that  0609  is  cilw^ays 
his  reading,  from  the  course  of  his  argument  and  from  the 
nature  of  the  matter  in  hand.     But  to  proceed. 

(B)  Bp,  Ellicott  invited  to  state  the  evidence  foi'  reading  09 

m  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 
[a]  '  TJk^  state  of  the  evidence,'  as  declared  by  Bp,  Ellicott, 

When  last  the  evidence  for  this  question  came  before  us,  I 
introduced  it  by  inviting  a  member  of  the  Eevising  bcnly 
(Dr.  Roberts)  to  be  spokesman  on  behalf  of  his  brethren.* 
Tliis  time,  I  shall  call  upon  a  more  distinguished,  a  wholly 
unexceptionable  witness,  viz.  yourself, — who  are,  of  course, 


'  iv.  G2:J  a, — qui  apparuit  in  came,  j'ustificatus  est  in  spiritu, 

*  De  incanu  Uniy,  v.  part  i.  680  d  e  =  2)e  recta  fide,  v.  part  ii.  b  c. 

«  Ibid,  G81  a  =  ibid,  6  d  e.  *  Page  08. 
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greatly  in  advance  of  your  fellow-lievisers  in  respect  of 
critical  attainments.  The  extent  of  your  individual  fami- 
liarity with  the  subject  when  (in  1870  namely)  you  proposed 
to  revise  the  Greek  Text  of  the  N.  T.  for  the  Church  of 
England  on  the  solvcrc-amhdaiido  principle, — may  I  presump 
be  lawfully  inferred  from  the  following  annotation  in  your 
"  Critical  aiul  Gravimatical  Coinmcntary  on  tJie  Pastoral 
Epistles''  I  quote  from  the  last  Edition  of  18G9 ;  only 
taking  the  liberty — (1)  To  break  it  up  into  short  paragraphs : 
and — (2)  To  give  in  cxtciiso  the  proper  names  which  you 
abbreviate.  Thus,  instead  of  "  Tlieod."  (which  I  take  leave  to 
point  out  to  you  might  mean  either  Theodore  of  Heraclea  or 
his  namesake  of  Mopsuestia, — either  Theodotus  the  Gnostic 
or  his  namesake  of  Ancyra,)  "  Euthal.,'*  I  write  "  Theodoret, 
Euthalius."  And  now  for  the  external  testimony,  as  you  give 
it,  concerning  1  Timothy  iii.  16.  You  inform  your  readers 
that, — 

"  The  state  of  the  evidence  is  briefly  as  follows : — 

(1)  "Os  is  read  with  a^  [indisputably ;  after  minute  personal 
inspection ;  see  note,  p.  104.]  c^  [Tischondorf  Prol,  Cod, 
Ephraemi,  §  7,  p.  39.]  F  G  K  (see  below) ;  17,  73,  181 ;  Syr.- 
Philoxenian,  Coptic,  Sahidic,  Gothic;  also  (o?  or  6)  Syriac, 
Arabic  (Erpenius),  iEthiopio,  Armenian;  Cyril,  TheodoroB 
Mopsuest.,  EpiphaniuB,  Gelasius,  Ilioronymus  in  Esaiam  liii.  11. 

(2)  o,  with  i)^  (Claromontanus),  Vulgate;  nearly  all  Latin 
Fathers. 

(3)  0€O9,  with  D^  K  L ;  nearly  all  MSS. ;  Arabic  (Polyglott), 
Slavonic ;  Didymus,  Chrysostom  (?  see  Tregellos,  p.  227  note), 
Theodoret,  Euthalius,  Damascene,  Theophylaot,  CEcumcnius, — 
Ignatius  Ephes.  29,  (but  very  doubtful).  A  hand  of  the  12th 
century  has  prefixed  $€  to  os,  the  reading  of  k  ;  see  Tischendorf 
edit,  major,  Plate  xvii.  of  Scrivener's  Collation  of  K,  fac- 
simile (13). 

On  reviewing  this  evidence,  as  not  only  the  most  important 
uncial  MSS.,  but  all  the  Venjions  older  than  the  7th  century 
are  distinctly  in  favour  of  a  relative, — as  o  seems  only  a  Latin- 
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izing  variation  of  os, — and  lastly,  as  os  is  the  more  difficult, 
though  really  the  more  intelligible,  reading  (Hofmann,  Schriflb, 
Vol.  I.  p.  143),  and  on  every  reason  more  likely  to  havo  been 
changed  into  0co9  (Maoedonius  is  actually  said  to  have  been 
expelled  for  making  the  change,  Liberati  Di€tconi  Breviarium 
cap.  19)  than  vice  versa,  we  unhesitatingly  decide  in  favour  of  09.*' 
—{Pastoral  Epistles,  ed.  1869,  pp.  51-2.) 

Such  then  is  your  own  statement  of  the  evidence  on  this 
subject.  I  proceed  to  demonstrate  to  you  that  you  are 
completely  mistaken :  —  mistaken  as  to  what  you  say 
about  09,  —  mistaken  as  to  o, —  mistaken  as  to  Oeo^: — 
mistaken  in  respect  of  Codices, — mistaken  in  respect  of 
Versions, — mistaken  in  respect  of  Fathers.  Your  slipshod, 
inaccurate  statements,  {all  obtained  at  second-hand,)  will 
occasion  me,  I  foresee,  a  vast  deal  of  trouble;  but  I  am 
determined,  now  at  last,  if  the  thing  be  possible,  to  set  this 
question  at  rest.  And  that  I  may  not  be  misunderstood,  I 
beg  to  repeat  that  all  I  propose  to  myself  is  to  prove — 
beyond  the  possibility  of  denial — that  the  evidence  for  Beo^ 
(in  1  Timothy  iii.  16)  vastly  preponderates  over  the  evidence  for 
either  09  or  o.  It  will  be  for  you,  afterwards,  to  come  forward 
and  prove  that,  on  the  contrary,  ©€09  is  a  'plain  and  dear 
error:*  so  plain  and  so  clear  that  you  and  your  fellow- 
Eevisers  felt  yourselves  constrained  to  thrust  it  out  from  the 
place  it  has  confessedly  occupied  in  the  New  Testament  for 
at  least  1530  years. 

You  are  further  reminded,  my  lord  Bishop,  that  unless 
you  do  this,  you  will  be  considered  by  the  whole  Church  to 
have  dealt  unfaithfully  with  the  Word  of  God.  For,  (as  I 
shall  remind  you  in  the  sequel,)  it  is  yourself  who  have 
invited  and  provoked  this  enquiry.  You  devote  twelve  pages 
to  it  (pp.  64  to  76), — '•  compelled  to  do  so  by  the  Reviewer." 
"  Moreover "  (you  announce)  "  this  case  is  of  great  impor- 
tance as  an  example.     It  illustrates  in  a  striking  manner  the 
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complete  isolation  of  the  Eeviewer's  position.  If  he  is  right 
all  other  Critics  are  wrong,"  &c.,  &c.,  &c — Permit  me  to 
remind  you  of  the  warning — '*  Let  not  him  that  girdeth  on 
his  harness  boast  himself  as  he  that  putteth  it  ofT." 

[  b  ]  Testimony  of  the  Manuscripts  concerning  1  Tim.  iii.  16 : 
and  first  as  to  the  testimony  of  Codex  A. 

You  begin  then  with  the  Manuscript  evidence;  and  you 
venture  to  assert  that  oc  is  "  indisputably  '*  the  reading  of 
Codex  A.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  a  ''professed 
Critic/' — (who  must  be  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  who  is  a  lover  of  Truth,) — can  permit 
himself  to  make  such  an  assertion.  Tour  certainty  is  based, 
you  say,  on  "  minute  personal  inspection."  In  other  words, 
you  are  so  good  as  to  explain  that  you  once  tried  a  coarse 
experiment,^  by  which  you  succeeded  in  convincing  yourself 
that  the  suspected  diameter  of  the  o  is  exactly  coincident  with 
the  sagitta  of  an  epsiUm  (€)  which  happens  to  stand  on  the 
haxJc  of  the  page.  But  do  you  not  see  that  unless  you  start 
with  this  for  your  major  premiss, — *  Theta  cannot  exist  on 
one  side  of  a  page  if  epsilon  stands  immediately  behind  it  on 
the  other  side,' — ^your  experiment  is  nihU  ad  rem,  and  proves 
absolutely  nothing  ? 

Your  "  inspection  "  happens  however  to  be  inaccura^  be- 
sides. You  performed  your  experiment  unskilfully.  A  man 
need  only  hold  up  the  leaf  to  the  light  on  a  very  brilliant 
day, — as  Tregelles,  Scrivener,  and  many  besides  (including 
your  present  correspondent)  have  done, — to  be  aware  that 
the  sagitta  of  the  epsilon  on  fol.  1456  does  not  cover  much 
more  than  a  third  of  the  area  of  the  theta  on  foL  145a. 
Dr.  Scrivener  further  points  out  that  it  cuts  the  circle  too 


^  Note  at  the  end  of  Bishop  Ellioott's  CJommentary  on  1  Timothy. 
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high  to  have  been  re<asonably  mistaken  by  a  careful  observer 
for  the  diameter  of  the  tJicta  (e).  The  experiment  which  you 
describe  with  such  circumstantial  gravity  was  simply 
nugatory  therefore. 

How  is  it,  my  lord  Bishop,  that  you  do  not  perceive  that 
the  way  to  ascertain  the  reading  of  Codex  a  at  1  Tim.  iii.  16, 
is, — (1)  To  investigate  not  what  is  found  at  tlic  hack  of  the  leaf, 
but  what  is  wTitten  on  tlic  frcnit  of  it  ?  and  (2),  Not  so  much 
to  enquire  what  can  be  deciphered  of  the  original  writing  by 
the  aid  of  a  powerful  lens  rioWy  as  to  ascertain  what  was 
apparent  to  the  eye  of  competent  observers  when  the  Codex 
was  first  brought  into  this  country,  viz.  250  years  ago  ?  That 
Patrick  Young,  the  first  custodian  and  collator  of  the  Codex 
[1628-1652],  read  ec,  is  certain. — Young  communicated  the 
*  various  Headings'  of  A  to  Abp.  Ussher: — and  the  latter, 
prior  to  1653,  communicated  them  to  Hammond,  who  clearly 
knew  nothing  of  OC. — It  is  plain  that  00  was  the  reading 
seen  by  Huish — when  he  sent  his  collation  of  the  Coiiex 
(made,  according  to  Bentley,  with  great  exactness,^)  to  Brian 
Walton,  who  published  the  fifth  volume  of  his  Polyglott  in 
1657. — Bp.  Pearson,  who  was  very  curious  in  such  matters, 
says  "  we  find  not  09  in  any  copy!' — a  suflBcient  proof  how  he 
read  the  place  in  1659. — Bp.  Fell,  who  published  an  edition 
of  the  N.  T.  in  1675,  certainly  considered  GO  the  reading  of 
Cod.  A. — Mill,  who  was  at  work  on  the  Text  of  the  N.  T. 
from  1677  to  1707,  expressly  declares  that  he  saw  the 
remains   of  00  in  this  place.^     Bentley,  who  had  himself 


*  Berriman'sMS.  Note  in  the  British  Museum  copy  of  his  2)ts8erta^ton, 
— p.  154.     Another  annotated  copy  is  in  the  Bodleian. 

'  "  Certo  quidem  in  excmpLiri  Alexandrino  nostro,  linea  ilia  transven«a 
quam  loquor,  adeo  exilis  ac  plane  evanida  est,  ut  prime  intuitu  haud 
dubitarim  ipse  scriptum  0C>  quod  proinde  in  variantes  lectiones  con- 
jcceram  ....  Verum  postea  i)crlustrato  attentiiis  loco,  lincohT,  quas  primam 
aciem  fugerat,  ductus  quosdam  ac  vestipaKatisccrtadeprelicndi,pr«esertim 
ad  ixirtem  sinistmm,  qua?  i)eriplicriam  litera)  iKjrtingit,"  &c. — In  loco. 
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(1716)  collated  the  M!S.  with  the  utmost  accuracy  ("accura- 
tissimc  ipse  coiitvU  "),  knew  nothing  of  any  other  reading. — 
Emphatic  testimony  on  the  subject  is  borne  by  Wotton  in 
1718 :— "  There  can  be  no  doubt "  (he  says)  "  that  this  MS. 
always  exhibited  ©C.     Of  this,  ani/  one  may  ea^nly  convince 
himself  wlvo  u>ill  be  at  the  pains  to  examine  t/u  ^ace  ivith  atten- 
tion,**^— Two  years  earlier, — (we  have  it  on  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
John  Creyk,  of  S.  John's  Coll.,  Cambridge,) — "  the  old  line  in 
the  letter  e  was  plainly  to  be  seen."  ^ — It  was  "  much  about 
the  same    time,"   also,   (viz.   about    1716)   that  Wetstein 
acknowledged  to  the  Rev.  John  Kippax, — "  who  took  it  down 
in  writing  from  his  own  mouth, —  that  though  the  middle 
stroke  of  the  e  has  been  evidently  retouched,  yet  the  fine 
stroke  whicli  was  originally  in  the  body  of  the  e  is  discover- 
able at  each  end  of  the  fuller  stroke  of  the  corrector."^ — And 
Berriman  himself,  (who  delivered  a  course  of  Lectures  on  the 
true  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  in  1737-8,)  attests  emphatically 
that  he  had  seen  it  also.      "  If  therefore  "  (he  adds)  *'  at  any 
time  hereafter  the  old  line  shouM  become  altogether  undiscover- 
dble^  there  ioiU  never  be  just  cavM  to  dovibt  but  that  the  genuine, 
and  original  reading  of  the  MS.  was  S5 :  and  that  the  new 
strokes,  added  at  the  top  and  in  the  middle  by  the  corrector 
were  not  designed  to  corrupt  and  falsify,  but  to  preserve  and 
perpetuate  the  true  reading,  which  was  in  danger  of  being 
lost  by  the  decay  of  Time."  * — Those    memorable   words 
(wliich  I  respectfully  commend  to  your  notice)  were  written 
in  A.D.  1741.     How  yon  (a.d.  1882),  after  surveying  all  this 


*  Olem,  Bom,  ed.  Wotton,  p.  27.  *  Berriman,  pp.  154-5. 

'  Ibid,    (MS.  Note.)    Berriman  adds  other  important  testimony,  p.  156. 

*  Dissertation,  p.  150.  Berriman  refers  to  the  &ct  that  some  one  in 
recent  times,  with  a  view  apjiarently  to  establish  the  actual  reading  of  the 
I)lace,  has  cUimsily  thickened  the  superior  stroke  with  common  black  ink, 
and  introduced  a  rude  <iot  into  the  middle  of  the  0.  There  has  been  no 
attempt  at  fraud.    Such  a  line  and  such  a  dot  could  deceive  no  one. 

2  F 
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accumulated  and  consistent  testimony  (borne  a.d.  1628  to  a.d. 
1741)  by  eye-witnesses  as  competent  to  observe  a  fact  of  this 
kind  as  yourself ;  and  fully  as  deserving  of  credit,  when  they 
solemnly  declare  what  they  have  seen  : — how  you,  I  say,  after 
a  survey  of  this  evidence,  can  gravely  sit  down  and  inform 
the  world  that  "  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  thcU  there  was 
ever  a  time  wfien  this  reading  was  patient  as  the  rectding  whtek 
came  from  the  original  scribe  "  (p.  72) : — this  passes  my  com- 
prehension.— It  shall  only  be  added  that  Bengel,  who  was  a 
very  careful  enquirer,  had  already  cited  the  Codex  Alex- 
andrinus  as  a  witness  for  ©eo?  in  1734  -} — and  that  Woide,  the 
learned  and  conscientious  editor  of  the  Codex,  declares  that 
so  late  as  1765  he  had  seen  traces  of  the  e  which  twenty 
years  later  (viz.  in  1785)  were  visible  to  him  no  longer.* 

That  Wetstein  subsequently  changed  his  mind,  I  am  not 
unaware.  He  was  one  of  those  miserable  men  whose  visual 
organs  return  a  false  report  to  their  possessor  whenever  they 
are  shown  a  text  which  witnesses  inconveniently  to  the  GoD- 
head  of  Jesus  Christ.^  I  know  too  that  Griesbach  in  1785 
announced  himself  of  Wetstein's  opinion.     It  is  suggestive 


^  "Quanquam  lineola,  qme  Ocor  compendiose  ncriptum  ab  ^  dis- 
tinguitur,  sublesta  videtur  nonnuUis." — N.  T.  p.  710. 

*  Griesbach  in  1785  makes  the  same  report: — **Manibu8  hominum 
inepte  curiosorum  ea  folii  pars  qua9  dictum  controversum  continet,  adeo 
detrita  est,  ut  nemo  mortalium  hodie  certi  quidquam  discemere  possit  .  .  . 
Non  oculos  tan  turn  scd  digitos  etiam  adhibuisse  videntur,  ut  primitiTam 
illius  loci  lectionem  eruerent  et  velut  exsculperent."  {Symb,  Crit,  i.  p.  x.) 
The  MS.  was  evidently  in  precisely  the  same  state  when  the  Rev.  J.  C. 
Velthusen  ( Observations  on  Various  Subjects,  pp.  74-87)  inspected  it  in 
1773. 

■  As  C.  P.  Matthaei  [N.  T.  m.  xi.  Prx/cU,  pp.  lii.-iii.]  remarks : — **  cum 
de  Dimnitate  Ciiristi  agitur,  ibi  jn-ofecto  sui  dissimilior  deprehenditurJ* 
Woide  instances  it  as  an  example  of  the  force  of  prejudice,  that  Wetstein 
"  apparitionem  lineolse  alii  causce  adscripsisse,  quia  earn  abesse  voltbatr 
[Prmfat,  p.  xxxi.] 
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however  that  ten  years  before,  (N.T.  ed.  1775,)  he  had  rested 
the  fact  not  on  the  testimony  borne  by  the  MS.  itself,  but  on 
'  the  consent  of  Versions,  Copies,  and  Fathers  which  exhibit  the 
Alexandrian  Eecension.'  * — Since  Griesbach's  time,  Davidson, 
Tregelles,  Tischendorf,  Westcott  and  Hort,  and  Ellicott  have 
announced  their  opinion  that  5c  was  never  written  at  1  Tim. 
iii.  16 :  confessedly  only  because  0C  is  to  them  invisible  one 
hundred  years  after  SC  ha^  disappeared  from  sight.  The  fact 
remains  for  all  that,  that  the  original  reading  of  a  is  attested 
so  amply,  that  no  sincere  lover  of  Tiuth  can  ever  hereafter 
pretend  to  doubt  it.  "  Omnia  testimonia,"  (my  lord  Bishop,) 
"  omnemque  historicam  veritatem  in  suspicionem  adducere 
non  licet ;  nee  minim  est  nos  ea  nunc  non  discemere,  qure, 
antequam  nos  Codicem  vidissemus,  evanuerant."* 

The  sum  of  the  matter,  (as  I  pointed  out  to  you  on  a 
former  occasion,^)  is  thisi, — That  it  is  too  late  by  150  years  to 
contend  on  the  negative  side  of  this  question.  Nay,  a  famous 
living  Critic  (long  may  he  live !)  assures  us  that  when  his 
eyes  were  20  years  younger  (Feb.  7,  1861)  he  actually  dis- 
cerned, stUl  lingering,  a  faint  trace  of  the  diameter  of  the  e 
which  Berriman  in  1741  had  seen  so  plainly.  "I  have 
examined  Codex  a  at  least  twenty  times  within  as  many 
years"  (wrote  Prebendary  Scrivener  in  1874*),  "and  . .  :  . 
seeing  (as  every  one  must)  with  my  own  eyes,  I  have  always 
felt  convinced  that  it  reads  SC  "  .  .  .  .  For  you  to  assert,  in 
reply  to  all  this  mass  of  positive  evidence,  that  the  reading  is 
"  indisputably  "  OC, — and  to  contend  that  what  makes  this 
indisputable,  is  the  fact  that  behind  part  of  the  theta  (e),  [but 
too  high  to  mislead  a  skilful  observer,]  an  epsUon  stands  on 
the  reverse  side  of  the  page;  —  strikes  me  as  bordering 
inconveniently  on  the  ridiculous.     If  thu  be  your  notion  of 


'  *  Patet,  ut  alia  mittamus,  e  consensu  Versionum,'  &c.  — ii.  149. 
2  Woiile,  ibid,  ^  ISnpra,  p.  100.  *  IntrfMiuction,  p.  553. 

2  F  2 
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what  does  constitute  "sufficient  evidence,"  well  may  the 
testimony  of  so  many  testes  octUati  seem  to  you  to  lack  suffi- 
ciency. Your  notions  on  these  subjects  are,  I  should  think, 
peculiar  to  yourself.  You  even  fail  to  see  that  your  state- 
ment (in  Scrivener's  words)  is  "  not  relevant  to  the  paint  at 
is8U>e'*^  The  plain  fact  concerning  cod.  a  is  this: — That  at 
1  Tim.  iii  16,  two  delicate  horizontal  strokes  in  Sc  which 
were  thoroughly  patent  in  1628,  —  which  could  be  seen 
plainly  down  to  1737, — and  which  were  discernible  by  an 
expert  (Dr.  Woide)  so  late  as  a.d.  1765,^ — have  for  the 
last  hundred  years  entirely  disappeared ;  which  is  precisely 
what  Berriman  (in  1741)  predicted  would  be  the  case.  More- 
over, he  solemnly  warned  men  against  drawing  from  this 
circumstance  the  miswtken  inference  which  yaw,  my  lord 
Bishop,  nevertheless  insist  on  drawing,  and  representin*^  as 
an  "  indisputable  "  fact. 

I  have  treated  so  largely  of  the  reading  of  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  not  because  I  consider  the  testimony  of  a 
solitary  copy,  whether  uncial  or  cursive,  a  matter  of  much 
importance, — certainly  not  the  testimony  of  Codex  a,  which 
(in  defiance  of  every  other  authority  extant)  exhibits  "  t^ie 
body  of  God  "  in  S.  John  xix.  40 : — but  because  you  insist 
that  A  is  a  witness  on  your  side :  whereas  it  is  demonstrable, 

*  Introd,  p.  553. 

*  Any  one  desirous  of  understanding  this  question  fully,  should 
(besides  Berriman's  admirable  Dissertation)  read  Woide'a  FrmfoJtio  to 
his  edition  of  Codex  a,  pp.  xxx.  to  xxxii.  (§  87). — "Enint  fortasse 
quidani "  (he  writes  in  conclusion)  "  qui  suspicabuntur,  nonnullos  hanc 
iineolam  diametralem  in  medio  ©  vidisse,  quoniam  earn  videre  volebant. 
Nee  negari  jwtest  prajsumptarum  opinionum  esse  vim  permagnam.  Se*i 
idem,  etiam  Wetstenio,  uec  immerito,  objici  potest,  cam  apparitionem 
UneolaB  alii  causa)  adscripsisse,  quia  cam  abesse  volebat.  Et  cruditissimis 
plaoere  aliquando,  quaj  vitiosa  sunt,  scio:  sed  omnia  te^timonia,  om- 
nemque  historicam  veritatem  in  suspicionem  adducere  non  licet:  nee 
mirum  est  nos  ea  nunc  non  discernere,  qua),  autetiuam  nos  CiKlicem 
vidisafimuB,  evanuerant.*' 
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(and  I  claim  to  have  demonstrated,)  that  you  cannot  honestly 
do  so ;  and  (I  trust)  you  will  never  do  so  any  more. 

[c]  Testimony  of  Codices  k  d'nd  c  concerning  1  Tim.  iii  16. 

That  K  reads  OC  is  admitted. — Not  so  Codex  c,  which  the 
excessive  application  of  chemicals  has  rendered  no  longer 
decipherable  in  this  place.  Tischendorf  (of  course)  insists^ 
that  the  original  reading  was  OC.^  Wetstein  and  Griesbach 
(just  as  we  should  expect,)  avow  the  same  opinion, — ^Woide, 
Mill,  Weber  and  Parquoi  being  just  as  confident  that  the 
original  reading  was  00.  As  in  the  case  of  cod.  A,  it  is  too 
late  by  full  100  years  to  re-open  this  question.  Observable 
it  is  that  the  witnesses  yield  contradictory  evidence.  Wet* 
stein,  writing  150  years  ago,  before  the  original  writing  had 
become  so  greatly  defaced, — (and  Wetstein,  inasmuch  as  he 
collated  the  MS.  for  Bentley  [1716],  must  have  been 
thoroughly  familiar  with  its  contents,) — only  '  thought '  that 
he  read  oc;  'because  the  delicate  horizontal  stroke  which 
makes  e  out  of  O,'  was  to  him  '  not  apparent,'^  Woide  on  the 
contrary  was  convinced  that  ©C  had  been  written  by  the  first 
hand :  '  for '  (said  he)  '  though  there  exists  no  vestige  of  the 
delicate  stroke  which  out  of  o  makes  e,  the  stroke  written  above 
the  letters  is  by  the  first  hand*  What  however  to  Wetstein 
and  to  Woide  was  not  apparent,  was  visible  enough  to 
Weber,  Wetstein's  contemporary.  And  Tischendorf^  so  late 
as  1843,  expressed  his  astonishment  that  the  stroke  in 
question  had  hitherto  escaped  the  eyes  of  every  one ;  having 
been  repeatedly  seen  by  himself.^    He  attributes  it^  (ju^t  as  we 

'  Prolegomena  to  his  ed.  of  Cod.  c, — pp.  39-42. 

^  ''  Of  habet  codex  c,  ut  puto ;  nam  lineola  ilia  tenuis,  quie  ex  O  facM 
G,  non  apparet."  (/n  loc,)  And  so  Griesbach,  8ymh,  Crit,  i.  p.  viii. 
(1785). 

'  '*  Quotiescunque  locum  inspiciebam  (inspexi  autem  per  hoc  bieunium 
saspissimc)  mihi  prorsus  api^arebat."  "  Quam  [linoolam]  miror  hucusque 
omnium  oculos  fagi.^^sc."    [Prohgg.  p.  41]. .  . .  Equidcm  miror  sane. 
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should  expect)  to  a  corrector  of  the  MS. ;  partly,  because  of 
its  colour,  ('  subnigra ') ;  partly,  because  of  its  inclining  up- 
wards to  the  right  And  yet,  who  sees  not  that  an  alignment 
derived  from  the  colour  of  a  line  which  is  already  well-nigh 
invisible,  must  needs  be  in  a  high  degree  precarious  ?  while 
Scrivener  aptly  points  out  that  the  cross  line  in  e, — the 
ninth  letter  further  on,  (which  has  never  been  questioned,) — 
cdso  'ascencjs  towards  the  right/  The  hostile  evidence 
collapses  therefore.  In  the  meantime,  what  at  least  is 
certain  is,  that  the  subscribed  musical  notation  indicates  that 
a  thmcsand  years  ago,  a  word  of  two  syllables  was  read  hera 
From  a  review  of  all  of  wliich,  it  is  clear  that  the  utoiost 
which  can  be  pretended  is  that  some  degree  of  uncertainty 
attaches  to  the  testimony  of  cod.  c.  Tet,  why  such  a  plea 
should  be  either  set  up  or  allowed,  I  really  see  not — except 
indeed  by  men  who  have  made  up  their  minds  beforehand 
that  GO  shall  be  the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  Let  the  sign  of 
uncertainty  however  follow  the  notation  of  c  for  this 
text,  if  you  will.  That  cod.  c  is  an  indubitable  witness  for  OC, 
I  venture  at  least  to  think  that  no  fair  person  will  ever 
any  more  pretend. 

[d]  Testimony  of  Codices  f  and  G  of  S.  Paul,  concerning 

1  Tim.  iii  16. 

The  next  dispute  is  about  the  reading  of  the  two  IXth- 
century  codices,  F  and  G, — concerning  which  I  propose  to 
trouble  you  with  a  few  words  in  addition  to  what  has  been 
already  offered  on  this  subject  at  pp.  100-1 :  the  rather, 
because  you  have  yourself  devoted  one  entire  page  of  your 
pamphlet  to  the  testimony  yielded  by  these  two  codices  ;  and 
because  you  therein  have  recourse  to  what  (if  it  proceeded 
from  any  one  but  a  Bishop,)  I  should  designate  the  insolent 
method  of  trying  to  put  me  down  by  authority, — instead  of 
seeking  to  convince  me  of  my  error  by  producing  some  good 
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reasons  for  your  opinion.  You  seem  to  think  it  enough  to 
hurl  Wetstein,  Griesbach,  Lachmann,  Tregelles,  Tischendorf, 
and  (cruellest  of  all)  my  friend  Scrivener,  at  my  head.  Permit 
me  to  point  out  that  this,  as  an  argument,  is  the  feeblest  to 
which  a  Critic  can  have  recoursa  He  shouts  so  lustily  for 
help  only  because  he  is  unable  to  take  care  of  himself. 

F  and  G  then  are  confessedly  independent  copies  of  one 
and  the  same  archetype:  and  "both  F  and  a"  (you  say) 
"  exhibit  OT."  ^  Be  it  so.  The  question  arises, — ^What  does 
the  stroke  above  the  OC  signify  ?  I  venture  to  believe  that 
these  two  codices  represent  a  copy  which  originally  exhibited 
@U,  but  from  which  the  diameter  of 'the  e  had  disappeared — 
(as  very  often  is  the  case  in  codex  a) — through  tract  of  time. 
The  effect  of  this  would  be  that  F  and  G  are  in  reality 
witnesses  for  Beo?.  Not  so,  you  say.  That  slanting  stroke 
represents  the  aspirate,  and  proves  that  these  two  codices  are 
witnesses  for  o^}  Let  us  look  a  little  more  closely  into  this 
matter. 

Here  are  two  documents,  of  which  it  has  been  said  that 
they  "were  separately  derived  from  some  early  codex,  in 
which  there  was  probably  no  interval  between  the  words."* 
They  were  iwt  immediately  derived  from  such  a  codex,  I 
remark :  it  being  quite  incredible  that  two  independent 
copyists  could  have  hit  on  the  same  extravagantly  absurd 
way  of  dividing  the  uncial  letters.*     The  common  archetype 


>  rage  75. 

2  Pages  64,  69,  71,  75. — Some  have  pointed  out  that  opposite  OC  in  ? 
— above  OC  JQ  o» — is  written  *  quod.'  Yes,  but  not  *  qui*  The  Latin 
version  is  independent  of  the  Greek.  In  S.  Mark  xi.  8,  above  APPOJN  ia 
written  *ar6an&M« ;'  and  in  1  Tim.  iv.  10,  ArCA)NIZOM€8A  is  translated 
by  F  *  maledicimur,* — by  G, '  exprohramur  vd  maledidmur,* 

•  Introduction  to  Cod.  Augiensis,  p.  xxviij. 

*  E.g.  Out  of  OMENTOICT€P€OC  [2  Tim.  u.  19],  they  both  make 
O  •  yAV  '  TO  '  lo  '  Tfpator.     For  vytaivio<n¥  [Tit.  i.  13],  both  write  vyti ' 
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whicli  both  employed  must  have  been  the  work  of  n  late 
Western  scribe  every  bit  as  licentious  and  as  unacquainted 
with  Greek  as  themselves.^  Tliat  archetype  howevier  may 
very  well  have  been  obtained  from  a  primitive  codex  of  the 
kind  first  supposed,  in  which  the  words  were  written  con- 
tinuously, as  in  codex  B.  Such  Manuscripts  were  furnished 
with  neither  breathings  nor  accents:  accordingly,  "of  the 
ordinary  breathings  or  accents  there  are  no  traces  "  *  in  either 
F  or  G. 

But  then,  cod.  F  occasionally, —  G  much  oftener, — exhibits 
a  little  straight  stroke,  nearly  horizontal,  over  the  initial 
vowel  of  certain  words.  Some  have  supposed  that  tliis  was 
designed  to  represent  the  aspirate :  but  it  is  not  so.  The 
proof  is,  that  it  is  found  consistently  introduced  over  the  same 
vowels  in  the  interlinear  LcUin,  Thus,  the  Latin  preposition 
*a'  always  has  the  slanting  stroke  above  it:^  and  the  Latin 
interjection  'o'  is  furnished  with  the  same  appendage, — 
alike  in  the  Gospels  and  in  the  Epistles.*    This  observation 

€p<o<T€i¥ : — for  Kaivif  KTiais  [2  Cor.  v.  17]  both  give  km  •  vrftcrtait : — fur 
dv€yK\ijTOi  oin-es  [1  Tim.  iii.  10],  both  exhibit  aytv  •  K\riroioy  •  c;^oifr€r 
('nullum  crimen  habentes'): — ^for  ox  ydyypaipa  yofifjtf  cfct  [2  Tim.  IL 
17],  U>th  exhibit  tas  •  yavypa  '  iva '  (ro)  vo/ii^yefet  (o,  who  writes  above 
the  words  *  sicut  cancer  ut  serpat '). 

'  He  must  be  held  re8ix)n8ible  for  hYnOKPICI  in  place  of  vfroicpc<rci 
[1  Tim.  iv.  2]:  ACTIZOM6NOC  instead  of  XoyifcJ^voy  [2  Cor.  v. .19]: 
nPIXOTHTI  instead  of  irpaoTfjri  [2  Tim.  ii.  26].  And  he  was  the  author 
of  r6PMAN€  in  Phil.  iv.  3 ;  as  well  as  of  O  dc  nvevfia  in  1  Tim.  iv.  1. 

But  the  scribes  of  f  and  o  also  were  curiously  innocent  of  Greek. 
o  suggests  that  yvvai$€tv  (in  1  Tim.  ii.  10)  may  be  '  infinitivus ' — (of  course 
from  yvvaiKfo). 

*  Introduction,  p.  lo5. 

*  Thirteen  times  between  Rom.  i.  7  and  xiii.  1. 

*  E.g.  Gal.  iii.  1 ;  1  Cor.  xv.  55 ;  2  Cor.  vi.  11  (os  and  o).  Those  who 
have  Matthaii*8  reprint  of  g  at  hand  are  invited  to  refer  to  the  last  line  of 
lol.  91.    (I  Tim.  vi.  20)  where  'O    Ti^d^cc   is  exhibited   thus:— Q  ^ 

TiMoeee. 
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evacuates  the  supposed  significance  of  the  few  instances 
where  &  is  written  a  :*  as  well  as  of  the  much  fewer  places 
where  6  or  o  are  written  O  :*  especially  when  account  is  taken 
of  the  many  hundred  occasions,  (often  in  rapid  succession,) 
when  nothing  at  all  is  to  be  seen  above  the  *  o.'^  As  for  the 
fact  that  iva  is  always  written  Tna  (or  in  a), — let  it  only  be 
noted  that  besides  i£(Dfi€v,  ix^9v^,  urxypo^,  &a,  Jjcucafio^^ 
l(oavvr)^,  Iot;8a9,  &c.,  (which  are  all  distinguished  in  the 
same  way,) — Latin  words  also  beginning  with  an  *!'  are 
similarly  adorned, — and  we  become  convinced  that  the  little 
stroke  in  question  is  to  be  explained  on  some  entirely 
different  principle.  At  last,  we  discover  (from  the  example 
of  *  si,'  '  sic,*  *  etsi,*  '  servitus,'  '  saeculis,' '  idolis,'  &c.)  that  the 
supposed  sign  of  the  rough  breathing  is  nothing  else  but 
an  ancient  substitute  for  the  modem  dot  over  the  '/.' — ^We  may 
now  return  to  the  case  actually  before  us. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  the  line  above  the  oc  in  both 
F  and  G  "  is  not  horizontal,  but  rises  a  little  towards  the 
right."  I  beg  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  there  are  38 
instances  of  the  slight  super-imposed '  line '  here  spoken  of,  in 
the  page  of  cod.  F  where  the  reading  under  discussion 
appears :  7  in  the  Greek,  31  in  the  Latin.  In  the  corre- 
sponding page  of  cod.  G,  the  instances  are  44:  8  in  the 
Greek,  36  in  the   Latin.*     These  short  horizontal  strokes 


'  Col.  ii.  22,  23 :  ui.  2. 

'  As  1  Tim.  iii.  1 :  iv.  14 :  vi.  15.  Consider  the  practice  of  f  in 
1  Tliess.  i.  9  (d.  nOIAN) :  in  2  Cor.  viii.  11, 14  (O.  HCjOC). 

'  Itarest  of  all  are  instances  of  this  mark  over  the  Latin  *  e ' :  but  we 
meet  with  'spe'  (Col.  i.  23):  *««'  (ii.  18):  repentes  (2  Tim.  iii.  6),  &c. 
So,  in  the  Greek,  ^  or  ^  written  h"  are  most  imusual. — A  few  instances 
are  found  of  *  u '  with  this  ap^wndage,  as  *  domus '  (1  Tim.  v.  13) :  *  spiritu ' 
(ICor.  iv.  21),  &c. 

*  This  information  is  obtained  from  a  photograph  of  the  page  pro- 
cured from  Dresden  through  the  kindness  of  the  librarian,  Counsellor 
Dr.  Forbtcmann. 
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(they  can  hardly  be  called  lines)  generally  —  not  by  any 
nxeans  always — slant  upwards;  and  they  are  invarioMy  the 
sign  of  contraetian. 

The  problem  before  us  has  in  this  way  been  divested  of  a 
needless  encumbrance.  The  suspicion  that  the  horizontal 
line  above  the  word  OC  may  possibly  represent  the  aspirate, 
has  been  disposed  of.  It  has  been  demonstrated  that 
throughout  these  two  codices  a  horizontal  line  slanting  up- 
wards, set  over  a  vowel,  is  either — (1)  The  sign  of  contrac- 
tion ;  or  else — (2)  A  clerical  peculiarity.  In  the  place 
before  us,  then,  which  of  the  two  is  it  ? 

The  sign  of  contraction,  I  answer :  seeing  that  whereas 
there  are,  in  the  page  before  us,  9  aspirated,  and  (including 
oc)  8  contracted  Greek  words,  not  one  of  those  nine  aspirated 
words  has  any  mark  at  all  above  its  initial  letter ;  while 
every  one  of  the  eight  contracted  words  is  duly  furnished 
with  the  symbol  of  contraction.  I  further  submit  that  inas- 
much as  09  is  runoliere  else  written  OC  in  either  codex,  it  is  un- 
reasonable to  assume  that  it  is  so  written  in  this  place.  Now, 
that  almost  every  codex  in  tlie  world  reads  OC  in  1  Tim.  iii. 
15^ — is  a  plain  fact ;  and  that  OC  (in  verse  16)  vxndd  he  Beo? 
if  the  delicate  horizontal  stroke  which  distinguishes  e  from 
O,  were  not  away, — no  one  denies.  Surely,  therefore,  the 
only  thing  wliich  remains  to  be  enquired  after,  is, — ^Are  there 
any  other  such  substitutions  of  one  letter  for  another  dis- 
coverable in  these  two  codices  ?  And  it  is  notorious  that 
instances  of  the  phenomenon  abound.  The  letters  C,  €,  O,  e 
are  confused  throughout.*  And  what  else  are  n€NOOYNT€C 
for  irev6owT€<i  (Matth.  v.  4), — 6KPIZCa)OHTI  for  eKpi^todrfn 
(Luc.    xvii.    16),— KATABHOl    for   KaTal3r)0i  (xix,    6), — but 


^  See  Rettig*s  Prolegg,  i>p.  xxiv.-v. 
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instances  of  t?ie  self'Same  mistake  which  (as  I  contend)  has 
in  this  place  turned  ec  into  OC  ? 

My  lord  Bishop,  I  have  submitted  to  all  this  painful 
drudgery,  not,  you  may  be  sure,  without  a  sufficient  reason. 
Never  any  more  must  we  hear  of  *  breathings  *  in  connexion  with 
codices  F  and  G.  The  stroke  above  the  oc  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16 
has  been  proved  to  be  probably  the  sign  of  contraction,  I 
forbear,  of  course,  to  insist  that  the  two  codices  are  witnesses 
on  my  side.  I  require  that  you,  in  the  same  spirit  of  fairness, 
will  abstain  from  claiming  them  as  certainly  witnessing  on 
yours.  The  Vth-century  codex  c,  and  the  IXth-century 
codex  F-G  must  be  regarded  as  equivocal  in  the  testimony 
they  render^  and  are  therefore  not  to  be  reckoned  to  either 
of  the  contending  parties. 

These  are  many  words  about  the  two  singularly  corrupt 
IXth-century  documents,  concerning  which  so  much  has 
been  written  already.  But  I  sincerely  desire, — (and  so  I 
trust  do  you,  as  a  Christian  Bishop,) — to  see  the  end  of  a 
controversy  which  those  only  have  any  right  to  re-open  (pace 
tud  dixerim)  who  have  something  new  to  offer  on  the  subject : 
and  certain  it  is  that  the  bearing  of  f  and  G  on  this  matter 
has  never  before  been  fully  stated.  I  dismiss  those  two 
codices  with  the  trite  remark  that  they  are,  at  all  events,  but 
one  codex  :  and  that  against  them  are  to  be  set  K  L  P, — the 
only  uncials  whicli  remain  ;  for  D  (of  *  Paul ')  exhibits  o,  and 
the  Vatican  codex  B  no  longer  serves  us. 

[e]  Testimony  of  the  cursive  copies  :  and  specially  of 
'  Paul  17,'  '73'  and'  181,'  concerning  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

Next,  for  the  cursive  Copies.  You  claim  without  enquiry, 
— and  oidy  because  you  find  that  men  have  claimed  them  before 
you, — Nos.  17,  73,  181,  as  witnesses  for  09.  Will  you  permit 
me  to  point  out  that  no  progiess  will  ever  be  made  in  these 
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studies  so  long  as  "  professed  Critics  "  will  persevere  in  the 
evil  practice  of  transcribing  one  another's  references,  and  thus 
appropriating  one  another's  blunders  ? 

About  the  reading  of  'Paul  17/  (the  notorious  *  33 '  of  the 
Gospels,)  there  is  indeed  no  doubt. — Mindful  however  of 
President  Routh's  advice  to  me  always  '  to  verify  my  refer- 
ences,'— concerning  *  Paul  73 '  I  wrote  a  letter  of  enquiry  to 
Upsala  (July  28,  1879),  and  for  all  answer  (Sept.  6th) 
received  a  beautiful  tracing  of  what  my  correspondent  called 
the  *  1  Thim.  iii.  16  paraphe'  It  proved  to  be  an  abridged 
exhibition  of  21  lines  of  (Ecumenius.  I  instantly  wrote  to 
enquire  whether  this  was  really  all  that  the  codex  in  question 
has  to  say  to  1  Tim.  iii.  16  ?  but  to  this  I  received  no  reply. 
I  presiuned  therefore  that  I  had  got  to  the  bottom  of  the 
business.  But  in  July  1882,  I  addressed  a  fresh  enquiry  to 
Dr.  Belsheim  of  Clu-istiania,  and  got  his  answer  last  October. 
By  that  time  he  had  visited  Upsala:  had  verified  for  me 
readings  in  other  MSS.,  and  reported  that  the  reading  here  is 
09.  I  instantly  wrote  to  enquire  whether  he  had  seen  the 
word  with  his  own  eyes  ?  He  replied  that  he  desired  to 
look  further  into  this  matter  on  some  future  occasion, — the 
MS.  in  question  being  (he  says)  a  difficult  one  to  handle. 
I  am  still  awaiting  his  final  report,  which  he  promises  to 
send  me  when  next  he  visits  Upsala.  (' Aurivillius'  says 
nothing  about  it.)  Let  '  Paul  73 '  in  the  meantime  stand 
with  a  note  of  interrogation,  or  how  you  will. 

About '  Paul  181,'  (which  Scholz  describes  as  "  vL  36  "  in 
the  Laurentian  library  at  Florence,)I  take  leave  to  repeat  (in 
a  foot-note)  what  (in  a  letter  to  Dr.  Scrivener)  I  explained 
in  the  '  Guardian '  ten  years  ago.^      In  consequence  however 


1  i( 


You  will  iKjrceive  that  I  have  now  succeeded  in  identifying  every 
Evangelium  hitherto  spoken  ol"  as  existing  in  Florence,  with  the  exception 
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of  your  discourteous  remarks  (wliicli  you  will  be  gratified  to 
find  quoted  at  foot,*)  I  have  written  (not  for  tlie  first  time)  to 
the  learned  custos  of  the  Laurentian  library  on  the  subject ; 
stating  the  entire  case  and  reminding  him  of  my  pertinacity 
in  1871.  He  replies, — "Scholz  fallitur  huic  bibliothec® 
tribuendo  codicem  sign.  '  plut.  vi.  n.  36/  Nee  est  in  praisenti, 
nee  fuit  antea,  neque  exstat  in  aM  bibliotheca  apud  nos." 
...  On  a  review  of  what  goes  before,  I  submit  that  one 
who  has  taken  so  much  pains  with  the  subject  does  not 
deserve  to  be  flouted  as  I  find  myself  flouted  by  the  Bp.  of 
Gloucester  and  Bristol, — who  has  not  been  at  the  pains  to 
verify  one  single  point  in  this  entire  controversy  for  himself. 

Every  oilier  known  copy  of  S,  Paul's  Fpistles,  (written  in 
the  cursive  character,)  I  have  ascertained  (by  laborious 
correspondence  with  the  chiefs  of  foreign  libraries)  concurs  in 
exhibiting  8eo9  i<l>av€p{o0rf  iv  aapxl.     The  importance  of  this 

of  Evan  365  [Act.  145,  Paul  181]  (Laurent  vi.  36),  &c.,  which  is  said  to 
'contain  also  the  Psalins.'  I  assure  yoxi  no  such  Cudex  exists  hi  the 
Laurentian  Library ;  no,  nor  ever  did  exist  there.  Dr.  Anziani  devoted 
full  an  hour  to  the  enquir>%  allowing  me  [for  I  was  very  incredulous]  to 
see  the  process  whereby  he  convinced  himself  that  Scholz  is  in  error.  It 
was  just  such  an  intelligent  and  exhaustive  process  as  Coxe  of  the 
BiKlleian,  or  dear  old  Dr.  Bandinel  before  him,  would  have  gone  through 
under  similar  circumstances.  Fray  strike  that  Codex  off  your  list ;  and 
with  it  '  Acts  145 '  and  *  Paul  181.'  I  need  hardly  say  that  Bandini's 
Catalogue  knows  nothing  of  it.  It  annoys  me  to  be  obliged  to  add  that 
I  cannot  even  find  out  the  history  of  Scholz's  mistake." — Ouardian^ 
August  27, 1873. 

*  "  Whose  word  on  such  matters  is  entitled  to  most  credit, — the  word 
of  the  Reviewer,  or  the  word  of  the  most  famous  manuscript  collators 
of  this  century  ?  . .  .  Those  who  have  had  occasion  to  seek  in  public 
libraries  for  manuscripts  which  are  not  famous  for  antiquity  or  beauty  or 
completeness  {sic),  know  that  the  answer  *  non  est  inventus '  is  no  con- 
clusive reason  for  believing  that  the  object  of  their  quest  has  not  been 
seen  and  collated  in  former  years  by  those  who  profess  to  have  actually 
seen  and  collated  it.  That  181  Ms  non-existent'  must  Ihj  considered 
uuproven." — Bp.  Ellicott's  Pamphlet,  p.  72. 
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testimony  ought  to  be  supremely  evident  to  yourself  who 
contend  so  strenuously  for  the  support  of  Paul  73  and  181. 
But  because,  in  my  judgment,  this  practical  unanimity  of 
the  manuscripts  is  not  only  '  important '  but  conclusive,  I 
shall  presently  recur  to  it  (viz.  at  pages  494-5,)  more  in  detail. 
For  do  but  consider  that  these  copies  were  one  and  all  de- 
rived from  yet  older  MSS.  than  themselves;  and  that  the 
remote  originals  of  those  older  MSS.  were  perforce  of  higher 
antiquity  still,  and  were  executed  in  every  part  of  primitive 
Christendom.  How  is  it  credible  that  they  should,  one  and 
all,  conspire  to  mislead  ?  I  cannot  in  fact  express  better 
than  Dr.  Berriman  did  140  years  ago,  the  logical  result  of 
such  a  concord  of  the  copies : — "  From  whence  can  it  be 
supposed  that  this  general,  I  may  say  this  universal  consent 
of  the  Greek  MSS.  should  arise,  but  from  hence, — That 
%€6^  is  the  genuine  original  reading  of  this  Text  ? "     (p.  325.) 

In  the  meantime,  you  owe  me  a  debt  of  gratitude :  for,  in 
the  course  of  an  enquiry  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  make 
exhaustive,  I  have  discovered  three  specimens  of  the  book 
called  '' Apostobis"  or  "  Praxapostokis''  (i.e.  Lections  from 
the  Epistles  and  Acts)  which  also  exhibit  89  in  this  place. 
One  of  these  is  Reg.  375  (our  '  Apost.  12 ')  in  the  French 
collection,  a  Western  codex,  dated  a.d.  1022.*  The  story  of 
the  discovery  of  the  other  two  (to  be  numbered  '  Praxapost' 
85,  86,)  is  interesting,  and  will  enliven  this  dull  page. 

At  Tusculum,  near   Rome, — (the  locality  which   Cicero 


*  The  learned  AbW  Martin,  who  has  obligingly  inspected  for  me  the 
18  copies  of  the  *  Praxapostolus '  in  the  Paris  library,  reports  as  follows 
concerning  *  Apost.  12' (=  Reg.  375), — *A  very  foul  MS.  of  small  valiie^ 
I  believe :  but  a  curious  specimen  of  bad  Occidental  scholarship.  It  was 
oopied  for  the  monks  of  S.  Denys,  and  exhibits  many  Latin  words ;  haviD<r 
been  apparently  revised  on  the  Latin.  The  lection  is  assigned  to 
2a^/3aro>  X'  (not  \b')  in  this  calex.* 


Ur.  Ellicott.]  THE  LIBRARY   OF  CRYPTA  FERRATA.  447 

rendered  illustrious,  and  where  he  loved  to  reside  surrounded 
by  his  books,) — was  founded  early  in  the  Xlth  century  a 
Christian  library  which  in  process  of  time  became  exceed- 
ingly famous.  It  retains,  in  fact,  its  ancient  reputation  to  this 
day.  Nilus  'Eossanensis'  it  was,  who,  driven  with  his  monks 
from  Calabria  by  invading  hordes,  established  in  A.D.  1004  a 
monastery  at  Tusculum,  to  which  either  he,  or  his  successors, 
gave  the  name  of  'Crypta  Ferrata.'  It  became  the  head- 
quarters of  the  Basilian  monks  in  the  XVIIth  century. 
Hither  habitually  resorted  those  illustrious  men,  Sirletus, 
Mabillon,  Zacagni,  Ciampini,  Montfaucon, — and  more  lately 
Mai  and  Dom  Pitra.  To  Signer  Cozza-Luzi,  the  present  learned 
and  enlightened  chief  of  the  Vatican  library,  (who  is  himself 
*  Abbas  Monachorum  Basiliensium  Cryptoe  Ferratae,')  I  am 
indebted  for  my  copy  of  the  Catalogue  (now  in  process  of 
publication*)  of  the  extraordinary  collection  of  MSS.  bo- 
longing  to  the  society  over  which  he  presides. 

In  consequence  of  the  information  which  the  Abbate  Cozza- 
Luzi  sent  me,  I  put  myseK  in  communication  with  the 
learned  librarian  of  the  monastery,  the  '  Hieromonachus ' 
D.  Antonio  Eocchi,  (author  of  the  Catalogue  in  question,) 
whom  I  cannot  sufficiently  thank  for  his  courtesy  and  kind- 
ness. The  sum  of  the  matter  is  briefly  this: — There  are 
still  preserved  in  the  library  of  the  Basilian  monks  of  Crypta 
Ferrata, — (notwithstanding  that  many  of  its  ancient  treasures 
have  found  their  way  into  other  repositories,*) — 4  manu- 
scripts of  S.  Paul's  Epistles,  which  I  number  290,  -1,  -2,  -3 : 
and  7  copies  of  the  book  called  *  Praxapostolus,*  which  I 


^  *  Codices  Cryptemea  seu  Ahhatim  CrypUe  FerrcUm  in  Tusctdanoy 
digesti  et  Ulusirati  cura  et  studio  D.  Antonii  Rocchi,  Hieromonachi 
Basiliani  BibliothecaQ  custodis,' — Tuscrdaniy  foL  l682. — I  have  received 
424  pages  (1  May,  1883). 

*  Not  a  few  of  the  Basilian  Codices  have  been  transferred  to  the  Vatican. 
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number  83,  -4,  -5,  -6,  -7,  -8,  -9.  Of  these  eleven,  3  are  <le- 
fective  hereabouts :  5  read  ©€69 :  2  (Praxapost.)  exliibit  5<? ; 
and  1  (Apost.  83)  contains  an  only  not  unique  reading,  to  be 
mentioned  at  p.  478.  Hieromonachus  Eocchi  furnishes  me 
with  references  besides  to  3  Liturgical  Codices  out  of  a 
total  of  22,  (^A7roaToXo€v<vyyi\va),  which  also  exhibit  0€O9.* 
I  number  them  Apost  106,  108,  110. 

And  now,  we  may  proceed  to  consider  the  Versions. 

[f]  Testiinony  of  the  Versions  to  the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  IG. 

"  Turning  to  the  ancient  Versions  "  (you  assert)  "  we  find 
them  almost  unanimous  against  ©€09 "  (p.  65).  But  your 
business,  my  lord  Bishop,  was  to  show  that  some  of  them 
witness  in  favour  of  09.  If  you  cannot  show  that  several 
ancient  Versions, — besides  a  fair  proportion  of  ancient  Fathers, 
— are  clearly  on  your  side,  your  contention  is  unreasonable 
as  well  as  hopeless.    What  then  do  the  Versions  say  ? 

(a)  Now,  it  is  allowed  on  all  hands  that  the  Latin  Version 
was  made  from  copies  wliich  must  have  exliibited  fjLvar^piop 
o  i<f)ap€p(o0rf.  The  agreement  of  the  Latin  copies  is 
absolute.  The  Latin  Fathers  also  conspire  in  readinc^ 
'  mysterium  qiwd:*  though  some  of  them  seem  to  have 
regarded  '  quod '  as  a  conjunction.  Occasionally,  (as  by  the 
Translator  of  Origen,^)  we  even  find  '  quia '  substituted  for 
*  quod.'  Estius  conjectures  that  *  quod  *  is  a  conjunction  in 
this  place.  But  in  fact  the  reasoning  of  the  Latin  Fathers  is 
observed  invariably  to  proceed  as  if  they  had  found  nothing 
else  but  "Deus"  in  the  text  before  them.  They  bravely 
assume  that  the  Eternal  Word,  the  second  Person  in  the 


*  In  an  Appendix  to  the  present  volume,  I  will  give  fuller  informa- 
tion. I  am  still  (3rd  May,  1883)  awaiting  replies  to  my  troublesome 
interrogatories  addressed  to  the  heads  of  not  a  few  continental  libraries. 

*  Rufinus,  namely  {fl.  a.d.  395V     0pp.  iv.  465. 
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Trinity,  is  designated  by  the  expression  'magnum  pidatis 
sacravicntum.* 

(b)  It  is,  I  admit,  a  striking  circumstance  that  such  a 
mistake  as  this  in  the  old  Latin  should  have  been  retained  in 
the  Vulgate.  But  if  you  ever  study  tliis  subject  with  attention, 
you  will  find  that  Jerome, — although  no  doubt  he  "pro- 
fessedly corrected  the  old  Latin  Version  by  the  help  of 
ancient  Greek  manuscripts,"  (p.  69,) — on  many  occasions 
retains  readings  which  it  is  nevertheless  demonstrable  that 
he  individually  disapproved.  No  certain  inference  therefore 
as  to  what  Jerome  found  in  ancient  Greek  MSS.  can  be 
safely  drawn  from  the  text  of  the  Vulgate. 

(c)  Next,  for  the  Syriac  (Peschito)  Version.  I  beg  to 
subjoin  the  view  of  the  late  loved  and  lamented  P.  E.  Pusey, 
— the  editor  of  Cyril,  and  who  at  the  time  of  his  death  was 
engaged  in  re-editing  the  Peschito.  He  says, — "  In  1  Tim. 
iii.  16,  the  Syriac  has  ' qui  munifestaivs  est*  The  relative  is 
indeterminate,  but  the  verb  is  not.  In  Syriac  however 
^vtrrnptov  is  masculine ;  and  thus,  the  natural  way  would  be 
to  take  fivtrr^pMP  as  the  antecedent,  and  translate  'qu4)d 
manifestaium  est*  No  one  would  have  thought  of  any  other 
way  of  translating  the  Syria>c — but  for  the  existence  of  the 
various  reading  09  in  the  Greek,  and  the  possibility  of  its 
affecting  the  translation  into  Syriac.  But  the  Peschito  is  so 
really  a  translation  into  good  Syriac,  (not  into  word-for-word 
Syriac,)  that  if  the  translator  had  wanted  to  express  the 
Greek  09,  in  so  difficult  a  passage,  he  would  have  turned  it 
differently" ^  —  The  Peschito  therefore  yields  the  same 
testimony  as  the  Latin ;  and  may  not  be  declared  (as  you 
declare  it)  to  be  indeterminate.  Still  less  may  it  be 
represented  as  witnessing  to  09. 

*  MS.  letter  to  myself,  August  11,  1879. 
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(d)  It  follows  to  enquire  concerning  the  rendering  of 
1  Tim.  iii.  16  in  the  Philoxexiax,  or  rather  the  Harkleian 
Version  (Vllth  cent),  concerning  which  I  have  had  recourse 
to  the  learned  Editor  of  that  Version.  He  writes  : — "  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  authors  of  this  Version  had  either 
Bco^  or  0€oi;  before  them :  while  their  marginal  note  shows 
that  they  were  aware  of  the  reading  09.  They  exhibit, — 
*  GrecU  is  the  mystery  of  the  goodness  of  the  fear  (feminine) 
of  God,  wfuMvaS'Vianifcsted  (masculine)  iii  the  fleshy     The 

marginal  addition  [OOI  before  u^^Zl}]  makes  the  reference 

to  God  all  the  plainer."  ^     See  more  below,  at  p.  489. 

Now  this  introduction  of  the  word  Bco?  into  the  text, 
however  inartistic  it  may  seem  to  you  and  to  me,  is  a  fatal 
circumstance  to  those  who  would  contend  on  your  side.  It 
shows  translators  divided  between  two  rival  and  conflicting 
readings :  but  determined  to  give  prominence  to  the  circum- 
stance which  constituted  the  greatness  of  the  mystery  :  viz. 
God  incarnate.  "  May  I  suggest "  (adds  the  witty  scholar 
in  his  Post-script)  "  that  there  woidd  be  no  mystery  in  '  a 
man  being  manifested  in  the  flesh '  ?  " 

The  facts  concerning  the  Harkleian  Version  being  such, 
you  will  not  be  surprised  to  hear  me  say  that  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  understand  how,  without  a  syllable  expressive  of  doubt, 
you  shoidd  claim  this  version  (the  *  Philoxenian '  you  call  it — 
but  it  is  rather  the  Harkleian),  as  a  witness  on  your  side, — 
a  witness  for  09.*  It  not  only  witnesses  against  you,  (for 
the  Latin  and  the  Peschito  do  thai,)  but,  as  I  have  shown 
you,  it  is  a  witness  on  my  side. 

(c)  and  (/).  Next,  for  the  Versions  of  Lower  and  Upper 
Egypt. 

*  MS.  letter  from  the  Rev.  Henry  Dcane,  of  S.  John's  CoU^c,  OxfonL 
■  See  above,  page  429. 
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"We  are  content"  (you  say)  to  "refer  our  readers  to 
Tischendorf  and  Tregclles,  who  unhesitatingly  claim  the 
Memphitic  [or  Coptic]  and  the  Thebaic  [or  Sahidic]  for  09."^ 
But  surely,  in  a  matter  of  this  kind,  my  lord  Bishop — (I 
mean,  when  we  are  discussing  some  nicety  of  a  language  of 
which  personally  we  know  absolutely  nothing,) — we  may 
never  "  be  content  to  refer  our  readers  "  to  individuals  who 
are  every  bit  as  ignorant  of  the  matter  as  ourselves.  Bather 
should  we  be  at  the  pains  to  obtain  for  those  whom  we  pro- 
pose to  instruct  the  deliberate  verdict  of  those  who  have 
made  the  subject  their  special  study.  Dr.  Malan  (who  must 
be  heartily  sick  of  me  by  this  time),  in  reply  to  my  repeated 
enquiries,  assures  me  that  in  Coptic  and  in  Sahidic  alike, 
*'  the  relative  pronoun  always  takes  the  gender  of  the  Greek 
antecedent.  But,  inasmuch  as  there  is  properly  speaking 
no  neuter  in  either  language,  the  masculine  does  duty /or 
the  neuter;  the  gender  of  the  definite  article  and  relative 
pronoun  being  determined  by  the  gender  of  the  word 
referred  to.  Thus,  in  S.  John  xv.  26,  the  Coptic  'pi'  and 
'pJie'  respectively  represent  the  definite  article  and  the 
relative,  alike  in  the  expression  o  UapoKXtfTo^;  6v,  and  in  the 
expression  to  Jlvevfia  8 :  and  so  throughout.  In  1  Tim.  iii. 
16,  theTe{oYQ/pimiLsth'io7iph£,'  must  perforce  be  rendered,  to 
fivoTi^piov  o  : — not,  surely,  6  fivarqpiov  09.  And  yet,  if  t/ie  re- 
lative  may  be  masculine,  why  not  the  artide  elsol  But  in  fact, 
we  have  no  more  right  to  render  the  Coptic  (or  the  Sahidic) 
relative  by  09  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  than  in  any  other  similar  pas- 
sage where  a  neuter  noun  (e.g.  Trvevfia  or  a&fia)  has  gone 
before.  In  this  particular  case,  of  course  a  pretence  may  be 
set  up  that  the  gender  of  the  relative  shall  be  regarded  as 
an  open  question:  but  in  strictness  of  grammar,  it  is  far 
otherwise.  No  Coptic  or  Sahidic  scholar,  in  fact,  having 
to    translate    the    Coptic    or    Sahidic    back    into    Greek, 

»  Page  71.    And  so  p.  65  aud  GO. 
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would  ever  dream  of'writing  anything  else  but  to  ftwmf- 

piov  o."  ^ And  now  I  trust  I  have  made  it  plain  to  you 

that  you  are  mistaken  in  your  statement  (p.  69), — that  ""O? 
is  supported  by  the  two  Egyptian  Versions'*  It  is  supported 
by  neither.  You  have  been  shown  that  they  both  witness 
against  you.  You  will  therefore  not  be  astonished  to  hear 
me  again  declare  that  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  you 
can  cite  the  '  PhUoxenian,  Coptic  and  Sahidic*^ — as  witnesses 
on  your  side.  It  is  not  in  this  way,  my  lord  Bishop,  that 
God's  Truth  is  to  be  established. 

{g)  As  for  the  Gothic  Version, — dissatisfied  with  the  ver- 
dict of  De  Gabelentz  and  Loebe,'  I  addressed  myself  to 
Dr.  Ceriani  of  Milan,  the  learned  and  most  helpful  chief  of 
the  Ambrosian  Library  :  in  which  by  the  way  is  preserved  the 
only  known  copy  of  Ulphilas  for  1  Tim.  iiL  16.  He  inclines 
to  the  opinion  that '  sad  *  is  to  be  read, — the  rather,  because 
Andreas  Uppstrom,  the  recent  editor  of  the  codex,  a  diligent 
and  able  scholar,  has  decided  in  favour  of  that  ^obscure* 
reading.*      The    Gothic   therefore    must   be    considered   to 

'  MS.  letter  to  myself.  •  See  above,  page  429. 

*  Vlfilas,  Veteris  et  Novi  Test,  Versionis  Ooth.  fragmenta  gtus  super- 
sunt,  &c.    4to.     1843. 

*  "  Si  tamen  Uppstrom  *  cibscurum '  dixit,  non  *  incertum^*  fides  illi 
adhiberi  potest,  quia  diligentissime  apices  omnes  investigabat ;  me  enim 
praesente  in  aula  codicem  tractabat." — (Private  letter  to  mys&lf.) 

Ceriani  proceeds, — "Quaeris  quomodo  componatur  cum  textu  1  Tim. 
iii.  16,  nota  **  Prdleg.  Gabelentz  Gothicam  versionem  legens  Of  dp.  Putarem 
ex  loco  Castillionffii  in  notis  ad  Philip,  ii.  6,  locutoe  fiiisse  doctoa  iUos 
Germanos,  oblitos  illius  Houth  prascepti  '  Let  me  recommend  to  you  the 
practice  of  always  verifying  your  references,  sir.  * " 

The  reader  will  be  interested  to  be  informed  that  Castiglione,  the 
former  editor  of  the  codex,  was  in  favour  of  *  God  '  in  1835,  and  of  *  soei ' 
(quK  [  =  o],  to  agree  with  *  runa,*  i.e.  *  mystery,'  which  is  feminine  in 
Gothic)  in  1839.  Gabelentz,  in  1843,  ventured  to  print  *«ae»'  =  St. 
**  Et '  saei  *  legit  etiam  diligentissimus  Andreas  Uppstrom  nuperus  oodicis 
Ambrosiani  investigati.>r  et  editor,  in  opere  Codicis  Oothici  Ambrotiani 
sive  Epist.  Pauii,  &c.     Holmiaa  et  Lipsiae,  1868." 
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witness  to  the  (more  than)   extraordinary  combination; — 
/LteyAS  . .  .  fivtrrqpiov  . .  .  "02.     (See  the  footnote  (*)  p.  452.) 

I  obtain  at  the  same  time,  the  same  verdict,  and  on  the 
same  grounds,  from  that  distinguished  and  obliging  scholar, 
Dr.  John  Belsheim  of  Christiania.  "But"  (he  adds)  "the 
reading  is  a  little  dubious.  H.  F.  Massmann,  in  the  notes  to 
his  edition,*  at  page  657,  says, — 'saei  [qui]  is  altogether 
obliterated.'  " — In  claiming  the  Gothic  therefore  as  a  witness 
for  09,  you  will  (I  trust)  agree  with  me  that  a  single  scarcely 
legible  copy  of  a  Version  is  not  altogether  satisfactory  testi- 
mony:— while  certainly  '  magnus  est  pietatis  sacramentum, 
qui  manifestati«5  est  in  corpore ' — is  not  a  rendering  of  1  Tim. 
iii.  16  which  you  are  prepared  to  accept 

(h)  For  the  ^THiOPic  Version, — Dr.  Hoerning,  (of  the 
British  Museum,)  has  at  my  request  consulted  six  copies  of 
1  Timothy,  and  informs  me  that  they  present  no  variety  of 
text.  The  antecedent,  as  well  as  the  relative,  is  masciUine  in 
all.  The  iEthiopic  must  therefore  be  considered  to  favour 
the  reading  fivarijpiov  h  i<f)av€p<o0rf,  and  to  represent  the 
same  Greek  text  which  imderlies  the  Latin  and  the  Peschito 
Versions.    The  iEthiopic  therefore  is  against  you. 

(i)  "  The  Armenian  Version,"  (writes  Dr.  Malan)  "  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  language,  is  indeterminate.  There  is 
7w  grammatical  distinction  of  genders  in  Armenian." 

(J)  The  Arabic  Version,  (so  Dr.  Ch.  Eieu '  informs  me,) 


»  Stuttgard,  1857. 

'  Of  the  department  of  Oriental  MSS.  in  the  Brit  Mus.,  who  derives 
his  text  from  "  the  three  Museum  MSS.  which  contain  the  Arabic  Version 
of  tlie  Epistles :  viz.  Ilarl  6474  (dated  a.d.  1332) :— Oriental  1328  (Xth 
cent)  i-'Arufidel  Orient.  19  (dated  a.d.  IGie).**— Walton's  Polyglott,  he 
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exhibits, — "  In  truth  the  mystery  of  this  justice  is  great.  It  is 
that  he "  (or  " it"  for  the  Arabic  has  no  distinction  between 
masculine  and  neuter)  "  was  vianifested  in  the  body,  arid  was 
justified  in  the  spirit^'  &c. — This  version  therefore  witnesses 
for  neither  '  who/  '  wliich/  nor  '  God/ 

{k)  ancf  (/).  There  only  remain  the  Georgian  Version, 
which  is  of  the  Vlth  century, — and  the  Slavonic,  which  is 
of  the  IXth.  Now,  both  of  these  (Dr.  Malan  informs  me) 
unequivocally  soilness  to  ©€09. 

Thus  far  then  for  the  testimony  yielded  by  ancient 
M.1NUSCRIPTS  and  Versions  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles. 

[g]  Beview  of  the  progress  which  has  been  hitherto  made  in 

the  present  Enquiry. 

Up  to  this  point,  you  must  admit  that  wondrous  little 
sanction  has  been  obtained  for  the  reading  for  which  you 
contend,  (viz.  fivan^piov  •  S9  i<f>ap€p<o0rf,)  as  the  true  reading 
of  1  Tim.  iiL  16.  Undisturbed  in  your  enjoyment  of  the 
testimony  borne  by  Cod.  k,  you  cannot  but  feel  that  such 
testimony  is  fully  coimterbalanced  by  the  witness  of  Cod.  a  : 
and  further,  that  the  conjoined  evidence  of  the  Harkleian, 
the  Georgian,  and  the  Slavonic  Versions  outweighs  the 
single  evidence  of  the  Gothic. 

But  what  is  to  be  said  about  the  consent  of  the  manu- 
scripts of  S.  Paid's  Epistles  for  reading  ©€09  in  this  place, 
in  the  proportion  of  125  to  1  ?  You  must  surely  see  that, 
(as  I  explained  above  at  pp.  445-6,)  such  multitudinous  testi- 
mony is  absolutely  decisive  of  the  question  before  us.     At 


says,  exhibits  "  a  garbled  version,  quite  distinct  from  the  genuine  Arabic : 
viz.  *  These  glories  commemorcUe  them  in  the  greatness  of  the  mystery  qf 
fair  piety.     God  appeared  in  the  fleshy  "  &c. 
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p.  30  of  your  pamphlet,  you  aunounce  it  as  a  "  lesson  of 
primary  importance,  often  reiterated  but  ©ften  forgotten, 
poiiderari  debere  testes,  rum  numerari"  You  might  have 
added  with  advantage, — "  and  oftencst  of  all,  misunderstood,'' 
For  are  you  not  aware  that,  generally  speaking,  '  Number ' 
constitutes  '  Weight '  ?  If  you  have  discovered  some  '  regia 
via*  which  renders  the  general  consent  of  Copies, — the 
general  consent  of  Versions,  —  the  general  consent  of 
Fathers,  a  consideration  of  secondary  importance,  why  do 
you  not  at  once  communicate  the  precious  secret  to  man- 
kind, and  thereby  save  us  all  a  world  of  trouble  ? 

You  will  perhaps  propose  to  fall  back  on  Hort's  wild 
theory  of  a  *  Syrian  Text,' — executed  by  authority  at  Antioch 
somewhere  between  a.d.  250  and  a.d.  350.^  Be  it  so.  Let 
that  fable  be  argued  upon  as  if  it  were  a  fact.  And  what 
follows  ?  That  at  a  period  antecedent  to  the  daie  of  any  exist- 
ing copy  of  the  Epistle  before  us,  the  Church  in  her  corporate 
capacity  declared  0€O9  (not  09)  to  be  the  true  reading  of 
1  Tim.  iii  16. 

Only  one  other  head  of  Evidence  (the  Patristic)  remains 
to  be  exi)lored;  after  which,  we  shall  be  able  to  sum  up, 
and  to  conclude  the  present  Dissertation. 

[h]  Testimony  of  the  Fathers  concerning  the  true  readiw)  of 
1  Tim,  iii.  16  : — GREGORY  OF  Nyssa, — DiDYMUS, — Theo- 
DORET,— John  Damascene, — Chrysostom, — Gregory  Naz., 
— Severus  of  Antioch, — Diodorus  of  Tarsus. 

It  only  remains  to  ascertain  what  the  Fathers  have  to 
say  on  this  subject  And  when  we  turn  our  eyes  in  this  direc- 
tion, we  are  encountered  by  a  mass  of  evidence  which  eflfec- 


1  See  above,  pp.  271  to  294. 
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tually  closes  this  discussion.  You  contended  just  now  as 
eagerly  for  the  Vth-century  Codex  a,  as  if  its  witness  were 
a  point  of  vital  importance  to  you.  But  I  am  prepared  to 
show  that  Gregory  op  Nyssa  (a  full  century  before  Codex  a 
was  produced),  in  at  least  22  places,  knew  of  no  other  read- 
ing but  ©€09.^  Of  his  weighty  testimony  you  appear  to  have 
been  wholly  unaware  in  1869,  for  you  did  not  even  mention 
Gregory  by  name  (see  p.  429).  Since  however  you  now  admit 
that  his  evidence  is  unequivocally  against  you,  I  am  willing 
to  hasten  forward,— only  supplying  you  (at  foot)  with  the 
means  of  verifying  what  I  have  stated  above  concerning 
the  testimony  of  this  illustrious  Father. 

You  are  besides  aware  that  Didymus,*  another  illustrious 
witness,  is  against  you ;  and  that  he  delivers  unquestionable 
testimony. 

You  are  also  aware  that  Theodoret,^  in  four  places,  is 
certainly  to  be  reckoned  on  the  same  side : 


»  i.  387  a :  551  a :  663  a  Ws.— ii.  430  a :  536  c ;  581  c :  694  a,  595  b 
(these  two,  of  the  2nd  pagination):  693d  [=  ii.  265,  ed.  1615,  firom 
which  Tisch.  quotes  it.  The  place  may  be  seen  in  full,  supra^  p.  101.] 
— iii.  39  b  his :  67  a  h.—Ap.  OaUand.  vi.  518  c :  519  d :  520  b :  526  d  : 
532  a:  562  b:  566  d:  571a.  All  but  five  of  these  places,  I  believe, 
exhibit  6  Gcdf, — which  seems  to  have  been  the  reading  of  this  Father. 
The  article  is  seldom  seen  in  MSS.  Only  four  instances  of  it, — (they  will 
be  found  distinctly  specified  below,  page  493,  note  P]), — are  known  to 
exist.    More  places  must  have  been  overlooked. 

Note,  that  Griesbach  only  mentions  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (whose  name 
Tregelles  omits  entirely)  to  remark  that  he  is  not  to  be  cited  for  ecdr ; 
seeing  that,  according  to  him,  1  Tim.  iii.  16  is  to  be  read  thus : — ro 
livirnipiov  cV  crapicl  €<f>aytpc»$rf.  Griesbach  borrowed  that  quotation  and 
that  blunder  from  Wetstein ;  to  be  blindly  followed  in  turn  by  Scholz 
and  Alford.  And  yet,  the  words  in  question  are  not  the  words  qf  Oregoty 
Nyss,  at  all ;  but  of  Apolinaris,  against  whom  Gregory  is  writing, — as 
Gregory  himself  explains.     lAntirrh,  adv,  Apol,  apud  Galland.  vi.  522  d.] 

«  De  Trill,  p.  83.    The  testimony  is  express. 

M.  92 :  iii.  657.— iv.  19,  23. 
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And  further,  that  John  Damascene^  twice  adds  his 
famous  evidence  to  the  rest, — and  is  also  against  you.. 

Chrysostom'  again,  whose  testimony  you  called  in  ques- 
tion in  1869,  you  now  admit  is  another  of  your  opponents. 
I  will  not  linger  over  his  name  therefore,— except  to  remark, 
that  how  you  can  witness  a  gathering  host  of  ancient  Fathers 
illustrious  as  these,  without  misgiving,  passes  my  compre- 
hension.    Chrysostom  is  three  times  a  witness. 

Next  come  two  quotations  from  Gregory  of  Nazianzus, 
— which  I  observe  you  treat  as  "inconclusive."  I  retain 
them  all  the  same.^  You  are  reminded  that  this  most 
rhetorical  of  Fathers  is  seldom  more  precise  in  quoting 
Scripture. 

And  to  the  same  century  which  Gregory  of  Nazianzus 
adorned,  is  probably  to  be  referred, — (it  cannot  possibly  be 
later  than  A.D.  350,  though  it  may  be  a  vast  deal  more 
ancient,) — ^THE  title  bestowed,  in  the  way  of  summary,  on 
that  portion  of  S.  Paul's  first  Epistle  to  Timothy  which  is 
contained  between  chap.  iii.  16  and  chap.  iv.  7, — viz.,  Ilepl 


'  i.  313  :— ii.  263. 

•  i.  497 c d e.— -viii.  85  e:  86  a.— xi.  605  f:  606abde.— (The  first  of 
these  places  cxx^urs  in  the  Homily  de  Beaio  PhUogonio^  which  Matthaei  in 
the  main  [viz.  from  p.  497,  line  20,  to  the  end]  edited  from  an  independent 
source  [Lectt.  Mosqq.  1779].  G^landius  [xiv.  Append,  141-4]  reprints 
Matth£ei*s  labours). — Concerning  this  place  of  Chrysostom  (vide  supra,  p. 
101),  Bp.  Ellicott  says  (p.  66),  —"The  passage  which  he  [the  Quarterly 
Beviewer]  does  allege,  deserves  to  be  placed  before  our  readers  in  full,  as 
an  illustration  of  the  precarious  character  of  patristic  evidence.  If  this 
passage  attests  the  reading  Btos  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  does  it  not  also  attest  the 
reading  6  Bt6s  in  Heb.  ii.  16,  where  no  copyist  or  translator  has  introduced 
it  ?"  . . .  I  can  but  say,  in  reply, — *  No,  certainly  not.'  May  I  be  per- 
mitted to  add,  that  it  is  to  me  simply  unintelligible  how  Bp.  Ellicott  can 
show  himself  so  plan^  hospes  in  this  department  of  sacred  Science  as  to  be 
callable  of  gravely  asking  such  a  very  foolish  question  ? 

'  i.  215  a :  685  b.    The  places  may  be  seen  quoted  supra,  p.  101« 
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eEi'A2  2APK{oo-66)9.  We  commonly  speak  of  this  as  the  seventh 
of  the  'HuthcUian '  Kc^Xaia  or  chapters :  but  Euthalins  himself 
declares  that  those  18  titles  were  "  devised  by  a  certain  veiy 
wise  and  pious  Father;"  ^  and  this  particular  title  (Ilep^  Oeuv; 
a-apKaxreo}^)  is  freely  employed  and  discussed  in  Gregory  of 
Nyssa's  treatise  against  Apolinaris,' — which  latter  had,  in 
fact,  made  it  part  of  the  title  of  his  own  heretical  treatise.' 
That  the  present  is  a  very  weighty  attestation  of  the  reading, 
eEO*2  €<f>av€peodij  iv  2APki'  no  one  probably  will  deny :  a 
memorable  proof  moreover  that  0609  *  must  have  been  univer- 
sally read  in  1  Tim.  iiL  16  throughout  the  century  which 
witnessed  the  production  of  codices  B  and  K. 

Severus,  bp.  of  Antioch,  you  also  consider  a  "  not  unam- 
biguous "  witness.  I  venture  to  point  out  to  you  that  when 
a  Father  of  the  Church,  who  has  been  already  insisting  on 
tlie  GoDhead  of  Christ  {Kad*  o  yhp  inrijpxe  ©eo?,)  goes  on  to 
speak  of  Him  as  top  iv  aapKi  (f>av€pa)0€PTa  Seoi/,  there  is 
no  *  ambiguity '  whatever  about  the  fact  that  he  is  quoting 
from  1  Tim.  iii.  16.^ 

And  why  are  we  only  "perhaps"  to  add  the  testimony  of 
DiODORUS  OF  Tarsus  ;  seeing  that  Diodorus  adduces  S.  Paul's 


*  The  place  is  quoted  in  Scrivener's  Introduction^  p.  59. 
'  Antirrheticus,  ap.  Galland.  vi.  517-77. 

'  The  full  title  was, — 'ATrodeifiy  nepi  rrjg  $€las  (rapKota^cis  rifs  Ka£f 
ofioiaxrip  dvOpatrov,     Ibid,  61Sh,c:  519  a. 

*  Apolinaris  did  not  deny  that  Cubist  was  very  God.  His  heresy  (like 
that  of  Arius)  turned  upon  the  nature  of  the  conjunction  of  the  Godhead 
with  the  Manhood.  Hear  Theodoret: — A.  Beos  Aoyos  aapKi  iv^tU 
SvOpomov  dn€TfK€<T€v  0€(Ji'.  O.  Tovto  ovv  Xcyeiy  Otiav  €il^x'^  i  A. 
Kal  irdw.  O.  'Am  ^x^^  °^^  °  Aoyor ;  A.  Nai.  Dial.  vi.  adv,  Apci, 
(0pp.  V.  1080  =  Athanas.  ii.  525  d.) 

^  Cramer's  Cat,  in  Actus,  iii.  69.  It  is  also  met  with  in  the  Catena  on 
the  Acts  which  J.  C.  Wolf  published  in  his  Anecdota  Qrmca,  iii.  137-8. 
The  place  is  quoted  above,  p.  102. 
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actual  words  (0€o9  i^vefmOr^  iv  aapKi),  and  expressly  says 
that  he  finds  them  in  S.  PauVs  Epistle  to  Timothy  f  ^  How — 
may  I  be  permitted  to  ask — would  you  have  a  quotation 
made  plainer  ? 

[i]  Bp,  Mlicott  as  a  controversialist.     The  case  of  EuTHALius. 

Forgive  me,  my  lord  Bishop,  if  I  declare  that  the  animus 
you  display  in  conducting  the  present  critical  disquisition 
not  only  astonishes,  but  even  shocks  me.  You  seem  to  say, — 
Non  persttadebis,  etiamsi  persuaseris.  The  plainest  testimony 
you  reckon  doubtful,  if  it  goes  against  you :  an  unsatisfactory 
quotation,  if  it  makes  for  your  side,  you  roundly  declare  to 
be  "  evidence  "  which  "  stands  the  test  of  examination."  *  . . . 
"We  have  examined  his  references  carefully"  (you  say). 
"  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Didymus  of  Alexandria,  Theodoret  and 
John  Damascene  (who  died  severally  about  394,  396, 457  and 
756  A.D.)  seem  unquestionably  to  have  read  0€O9."^  Excuse 
me  for  telling  you  that  this  is  not  the  language  of  a  candid 
enquirer  after  Truth.  Your  grudging  admission  of  the  un- 
equivocal evidence  borne  by  these  four  illustrious  Fathers : — 
your  attempt  to  detract  from  the  impoi*tance  of  their  testi- 
mony by  screwing  down  their  date  '  to  the  sticking  place : ' — 
your  assertion  that  the  testimony  of  a  fifth  Father  "  is  not 
unambiguous : " — your  insinuation  that  the  emphatic  witness 
of  a  sixth  may  *' perhaps  "  be  inadmissible : — all  this  kind  of 
thing  is  not  only  quite  unworthy  of  a  Bishop  when  he  turns 
disputant,  but  effectually  indisposes  his  opponent  to  receive 
his  argumentation  with  that  respectful  deference  which  else 
would  have  been  undoubtedly  its  due. 

Need  I  remind  you  that  men  do  not  write  their  books  when 
they  are  in  articuio  mortis  ?    Didymus  died  in  A.D.  394,  to  be 


*  Crdincr'a  Cat.  in  Bam.  p.  124.  »  P.  G7.  «  P.  65. 
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sure :  but  he  was  then  85  years  of  cugt.  He  was  therefore 
bom  in  a.d.  309,  and  is  said  to  have  flourished  in  347.  How 
old  do  you  suppose  were  the  sacred  codices  he  had  employed 
tUX  then  f  See  you  not  that  such  testimony  as  his  to  the  Text 
of  Scripture  must  in  fairness  be  held  to  belong  to  t?ie  first 
quarter  of  the  lYth  century  f — is  more  ancient  in  short  (and 
infinitely  more  important)  than  that  of  any  written  codex 
with  which  we  are  acquainted  ? 

Pressed  by  my  "  cloud  of  witnesses/'  you  seek  to  get  rid  of 
them  by  insulting  me,  "  We  pass  over "  (you  say)  "  names 
hrought  in  to  swell  the  number,  such  as  Euthalius, — f(yr  wJurni 
no  reference  is  given  "^  Do  you  then  suspect  me  of  the  base- 
ness,— nay,  do  you  mean  seriously  to  impute  it  to  me, — of 
introducing  '  names ' '  to  swell  the  number '  of  witnesses  on 
my  side  ?  Do  you  mean  further  to  insinuate  that  I  prudently 
gave  no  reference  in  the  case  of  *  Euthalius,'  because  I  was 
unable  to  specify  any  place  where  his  testimony  is  found  ?  .  . . 
I  should  really  pause  for  an  answer,  but  that  a  trifling  cir- 
cumstance solicits  me,  which,  if  it  does  not  entertain  the 
Bp.  of  Gloucester  and  Bristol,  will  certainly  entertain  every 
one  else  who  takes  the  trouble  to  read  these  pages. 

*  Such  as  Euthalivs '  1  You  had  evidently  forgotten  when 
you  penned  that  offensive  sentence,  that  Euthauus  is  one  of 
the  few  Fathers  adduced  by  yourself^  (but  for  whom  you 
'gave  no  reference,')  in  1869, — when  you  were  setting  down 
the  Patristic  evidence  in  favour  of  0eo9.  .  .  .  This  little  inci- 
dent is  really  in  a  high  degree  suggestive.  Your  practice 
has  evidently  been  to  appropriate  Patristic  references^  without 
thought  or  verification, — prudently  to  abstain  from  dropping 


>  P.  65.  *  See  above,  p.  429. 

•  Beutley,  Scholz,  llschendorf,  Alford  aud  others  adduce  *  Euthalius.^ 
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a  hint  how  you  came  by  them, — but  to  use  them  like 
dummies,  for  show.  At  the  end  of  a  few  years,  (naturally 
enough,)  you  entirely  forget  the  circumstance, — and  proceed 
vigorously  to  box  the  ears  of  the  first  unlucky  Dean  who 
comes  in  your  way,  whom  you  suspect  of  having  come  by 
his  learning  (such  as  it  is)  in  the  same  slovenly  manner. 
Forgive  me  for  declaring  (while  my  ears  are  yet  tingling) 
that  if  you  were  even  moderately  acquainted  with  this  depart- 
ment of  Sacred  Science,  you  would  see  at  a  glance  that  my 
Patristic  references  are  never  obtained  at  second  hand:  for 
the  sufficient  reason  that  elsewhere  they  are  not  to  be  met 
with.  But  waiving  this,  you  have  made  it  licce  daritis  to  all 
the  world  that  so  late  as  the  year  1882,  to  you  'Euthalius' 
was  nothing  else  but '  a  name.'  And  this  really  does  astonish 
me :  for  not  only  was  he  a  famous  Ecclesiastical  personage, 
(a  Bishop  like  yourself,)  but  his  work  (the  date  of  which  is 
A.D.  458,)  is  one  with  which  no  Author  of  a  "  Critical  Com- 
mentary "  on  S.  Paul's  Epistles  can  afford  to  be  unacquainted. 
Pray  read  what  Berriman  has  written  concerning  Euthalius 
(pp.  217  to  222)  in  his  admirable  "Dissertation  on  1  Tim,  iii. 
16."  Turn  also,  if  you  please,  to  the  Bibliotheca  of  Gallan- 
dius  (vol.  X.  197-323),  and  you  will  recognize  the  plain  fact 
that  the  only  reason  why,  in  the  *  Quarterly  Eeview,'  "  no 
reference  is  given  for  Euthalius,"  is  because  the  only  reference 
possible  is — 1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

[j]  The  testimony  of  the  letter  ascribed  to  DlONYSlus  OF 
Alexandria.  Six  other  primitive  vntnesses  to  1  Tim.  iii. 
16,  specified. 

Then  further,  you  absolutely  take  no  notice  of  the  remark- 
able testimony  which  I  adduced  (p.  101)  from  a  famous  Epistle 
purporting  to  have  been  addressed  by  Dionysius  of  Alex- 
andria (a.d.  264)  to  Paul  of  Samosata.    That  the  long  and 
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interesting  composition  in  question  ^  was  not  actually  the 
work  of  the  great  Dionysius,  is  inferred — (whether  rightly  or 
wrongly  1  am  not  concerned  to  enquire) — from  the  fact  that 
the  Antiochian  Fathers  say  expressly  that  Dionysiu3  did  not 
deign  to  address  Paul  personally.  But  you  are  requested  to 
remember  that  the  epistle  must  needs  have  been  written  by 
somebody :  ^  that  it  may  safely  be  referred  to  the  Ilird  cen- 
tury ;  and  that  it  certainly  witnesses  to  ©eo?  i<f>av€pa>0tfj^ — 
which  is  the  only  matter  of  any  real  importance  to  my  argu- 
ment. Its  testimony  is,  in  fact,  as  express  and  emphatic  as 
words  can  make  it 

And  here,  let  me  call  your  attention  to  the  circumstance 
that  there  are  at  least  six  other  primitive  witnesses, 
some  of  whom  must  needs  have  recognized  the  reading  for 
which  I  am  here  contending,  (viz.  0eo9  i<l>av€p(i>0ff  iv  aapxi,) 
though  not  one  of  them  quotes  the  place  i7i  cxtenso,  nor  indeed 
refers  to  it  in  such  a  way  as  effectually  to  bar  the  door  against 
reasonable  dispute.  The  present  is  in  fact  just  the  kind  of 
text  which,  from  its  undeniable  grandeur,  —  its  strrkin^^ 
rhythm, — and  yet  more  its  dogmatic  importance, — was  sure 
to  attract  the  attention  of  the  earliest,  no  less  than  the  latest 
of  the  Fathers.  Accordingly,  the  author  of  the  Epistle  ad 
Diogndum^  clearly  refers  to  it  early  in  the  Ilnd  century ; 

*  Concilia^  i.  849-893.    The  place  is  quoted  below  in  note  (*). 

'  '*  Veram  ex  illis  verbis  illud  tantum  inferri  debet  false  earn  epistolam 
Dionysio  Alexandrino  attribui :  non  autem  scriptum  non  faisse  ab  aliqno 
ex  Episcopis  qui  Synodis  adversus  Faulum  Antiochenum  oelebratis  in- 
terfuemnt.  Innumeris  enim  exemplis  constat  indubitatas  antiquitatiB 
Epistolas  ex  Scriptorum  errore  falsos  titulos  prajferro." — (Pagi  ad  a.d.  264, 
apud  Mansi,  Condi,  i.  1039.) 

'  elr  cWiy  6  Xpicrrdff,  6  &v  cV  r^  TLarpX  avvatdtos  XcSyor,  ly  av7-ov 
np6a'<o7rovf  doparoi  Gcw,  Koi  oparhs  y€p6fifpos'  ©EG*  2  TA'P 'E^ANBPO'eH 
*EN  SAPKl',  ytuofuvos  €k  yvvaiKOi,  6  €K  Otov  Harpos  ytvvrjfffls  cjc  yatrrp^s 
np6  €<a<r^6pov. —  ConcUiay  i.  853  a. 

*  Cap.  xL 
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tliougli   not  in  a  way  to  be  helpful  to  us  in  our  present 
en(j[uiry.     1  cannot  feel  surprised  at  the  circumstance. 

The  yet  earlier  references  in  the  epistles  of  (1)  Ignatius 
(three  in  number)  are  helpful,  and  may  not  be  overlooked. 
They  are  as  follows : — Seov  dvOpayTrlpo)^  (f>ap€povfi€vov : — iv 
aapKl  yevofiepo^  ©eo? : — eh  ©eo9  ioTLv  6  (f>ap€p(!>a'a^  eavrov  iik 
'Ii;<7oS  HpioTov  Tov  viov  avToVy  09  iam,v  ainrov  A0709  atSio^.^ 
It  is  to  be  wished,  no  doubt,  that  these  references  had  been  a 
little  more  full  and  explicit :  but  the  very  early  Fathers  are 
ever  observed  to  quote  Scripture  thus  partially, — allusively, 
— elliptically. 

(2)  Barnabas  has  just  such  another  allusive  reference  to 
the  words  in  dispute,  which  seems  to  show  that  he  must  have 
read  0eo9  i(f>av€p(i0Tj  iv  a-apxl:  viz.  *I^<7oi)9  ....  6  vlo^  tov 
Seov  Tvirtp  koI  iv  aapKi  <f>av€p(o0€k,^ — (3)  HiPPOLYTUS,  on  two 
occasions,  even  more  unequivocally  refers  to  this  reading. 
Once,  while  engaged  in  proving  that  Christ  is  God,  he 
says: — OSro?  irpoeSBiov  ei<;  Koafiov  Seo^  iv  <ra>fiaTi  iifyavc' 
pa}0fj '} — and  again,  in  a  very  similar  passage  which  Theo- 
doret  quotes  from  the  same  Father's  lost  work  on  the 
Psalms : — 05to9  0  irpoeKOoDV  eU  tov  Koafiov,  ©eo?  Kal  av0payrro^ 
i(l>av€pd>0r)^—(4:)  GREGORY  Thaumaturgus,  (if  it  really  be  he,) 
seems  also  to  refer  directly  to  this  place  when  he  says  (in  a 
passage  quoted  by  Photius*), — teal  etrn  0€O9  d\i]0ivo^  6  aaap- 
Ko^  iv  aapKi  <f>av€p(o6€i^, — ^Further,  (5)  in  the  Apostolical 
Constitutions,  we  meet  with  the  expression, — 0eo9  Ki5pa)9 
0  iirL<f>av€h  VM'^^  ^^  aapxL^ 


'  Ad  Ephes,  c.  19 :  c.  7.     Ad  Magnes,  c.  8.  '  Cap.  xii. 

'  Contra  Hxresim  Noeti^  c.  xvii.    (Routh^s  Opwada,  i.  76.)    Read  the 
antecedeot  chapters. 

*  Dialog,  ii.  *  Inco?i/ttsu8* — Opp,  iv.  132. 

*  Coil.  230,— p.  845,  line  40.  «  vii.  26,  ap,  GaJland.  iii.  182  a. 
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And  when  (6)  Basil  the  Great  [a.d.  377],  writing  to  the 
men  of  Sozopolls  whose  faith  the  ArianB  had  aosailed,  remarks 
that  such  teaching  "  subverts  the  saving  Difpeiuation  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  ; "  and,  blending  Bom.  xwL  25,  26  with 
"the  great  mystery"  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16, — (in  order  to  afford 
himself  an  opportunity  of  passing  in  review  Cfor  Saviour's 
work  for  His  Church  in  ancient  days,) — viz.  "  After  all  these, 
at  the  end  of  the  day,  auro^  i<l>av€p(o0i]  iv  aapKi,  yepofjLcvo^  ix 
yvvcuKOf; :"  ^ — who  will  deny  that  such  an  one  probably  found 
neither  09  nor  0,  but  0eo9,  in  the  copy  before  hiTn  ? 

I  have  thought  it  due  to  the  enquiry  I  have  in  hand  to  give 
a  distinct  place  to  the  foregoing  evidence — such  as  it  is — of 
Ignatius,  Barnabas,  Hippolytus,  Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  the 
Apostolical  Constitutions,  and  Basil.  But  I  shall  not  build 
upon  such  foundations.  Let  me  go  on  with  what  is  indis- 
putable. 

[k]  The  testimony  of  Cyril  of  Alexandria. 

Next,  for  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  whom  you  decline  to 
accept  as  a  witness  for  0eo9.  You  are  prepared,  I  trust,  to 
submit  to  the  logic  oi  facts  ? 

In  a  treatise  addressed  to  the  Empresses  Arcadia  and 
Marina,  Cyril  is  undertaking  to  prove  that  our  Lord  is  very 
and  eternal  GoD.^  His  method  is  to  establish  several  short 
theses  all  tending  to  this  one  object,  by  citing  from  the 
several  books  of  the  N.  T.,  in  turn,  the  principal  texts  which 
make  for  his  purpose.  Presently,  (viz.  at  page  117,)  he 
announces  as  his  thesis,  —  "  Faith  in  Christ  as  God  ; " 
and  when  he  comes  to  1  Timothy,  he  quotes  iii.  16  o^  length  ; 


*  iii.  401-2,  Epist  261  (=65).     A  quotation  from  Gal.  iv.  4  follows. 
'  fiaBri<r€Tai   yap   ort  <^v(T(i  fiiv  Koi  dkTjdtlt^  Ocur  eWiy  6  'E/iftayov^X, 
6€ot6kos  de  di    avT6v  koi  fj  rf/covcra  napBdvos, — ^Vol.  V.  Part  ii.  48  e. 
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reasons  upon  it,  and  points  out  that  0€O9  iv  aapKi  is  here 
spoken  of.^  There  can  be  no  doubt  about  this  quotation, 
which  exhibits  no  essential  variety  of  reading ; — a  quotation 
which  Euthymius  Zigabenus  reproduces  in  his  '  Panoplia,' — 
and  which  C.  F.  Matthaei  has  with  painful  accuracy  edited 
from  that  source.^ — Once  more.  In  a  newly  recovered  trea- 
tise of  Cyril,  1  Tim.  iii.  16  is  again  qtioted  at  length  with 
©eo?,— followed  by  the  remark  that  "  our  Nature  was  justi- 
fied, by  God  manifested  in  Him'*  ^  I  really  see  not  how  you 
would  have  Cyril  more  distinctly  recognize  0€O9  i<f>aP€p{odff 
iv  aapKt  as  the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16.* 

You  are  requested  to  observe  that  in  order  to  prevent  cavil,  I 
forbear  to  build  on  two  other  famous  places  in  Cyril's  writings 
where  the  evidence  for  reading  ©eo?  is  about  balanced  by  a 
corresponding  amount  of  evidence  which  has  been  discovered 
for  reading  09.  Not  but  what  the  context  renders  it  plain 
that  Seo^  must  have  been  Cyril's  word  on  both  occasions. 
Of  this  let  the  reader  himself  be  judge : — 

(1)  In  a  treatise,  addressed  to  the  Empresses  Eudocia  and 
Pulcheria,  Cyril  quotes  1  Tim.  iii.  16  in  extent}  "If"  (he 
begins) — "the  Word,  being  God,  could  be  said  to  inhabit 

^  Koi  oihi  TTov  (fmfiiv  ^i  naff  TffMs  S»$po»irov  AirK&Sy  dXX'  &s  Qths 
cV  a-apKi  /cat  Kaff  rffxds  ycyoi/a>f. — Opp,  V.  Part  2,  p.  124  c  d.  (=  Cofu^ia, 
iii.  221  c  d.) 

*  N.  T.  vol.  xi.     Prafat,  p.  xli. 

'  bth  rov  cV  awry  (f>avfp^64vros  OeoO. — De  Incamatione  Domini^  Mai, 
Nov,  PP.  BiUiotheca,  ii.  68. 

*  Earlier  in  the  same  Treatise,  Cyril  thus  grandly  paraphrases  1  Tim. 
iii.  16 : — t6t€  b^  rare  t6  fUya  Ka\  &pprfTOv  yiveroi  rrj^  oUovofiias  fivarff^ 
piop*  avrbs  yap  6  Aoyos  rov  8eoO,  6  drjpMvpyos  dndtnfs  rtj^  Kria'€»g,  6 
o-X^p^fOi,  6  antpiyptmros,  6  dvaXXoiWof,  ^  wiyy^  rrji  fo»7ff,  rh  cV  tow 
ifxarhs  (f>a>Sf  rj  (&(ra  rov  JJarphs  (Imv,  t6  airavyaa-iia  rtjt  dcSfi;^,  6  xapoK-- 
TTfp  TTJs  vrroardaf^s,  rrip  dvOpaantiav  fftwrip  amka/ifidpti, — Ibid,  p.  87. 

'^  P.  153  d.  (=  Concilia,  iii.  264  c  d.) 
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Man's  nature  (eTravOpaynijaai)  without  yet  ceasing  to  be  GOD, 
but  remained  for  ever  what  He  waa  before, — then,  gi'cat 
indeed  is  tlie  mystery  of  Godliness."  *  He  proceeds  in  the 
same  strain  at  much  length.^  Next  (2)  the  same  place  of 
Timothy  is  just  as  fully  quoted  in  Cyril's  Explanatio  xiu  capi- 
turn :  where  not  only  the  Thesis,^  but  also  the  context  con- 
strains belief  that  Cyril  wrote  ©€09  : — "  What  then  means 
*  was  manifested  in  the  flesh '  ?  It  means  that  the  Word  of 
God  the  Father  was  made  flesh  ...  In  this  way  therefore 
we  say  that  He  was  both  God  and  Man  .  .  Thus  "  (Cyril  con- 
cludes) "  is  He  God  and  Lord  of  all."  * 

But,  as  aforesaid,  I  do  not  propose  to  rest  my  case  on  either 
of  these  passages ;  but  on  those  two  other  places  concerning 
which  there  exists  no  variety  of  tradition  as  to  the  reading. 
Whether  the  passages  in  which  the  reading  is  certain  ought 
not  to  be  held  to  determine  the  reading  of  the  passages  con- 
cerning which  the  evidence  is  about  evenly  balanced; — whether 
in  doubtful  cases,  the  requirements  of  the  context  should  not 
be  allowed  to  turn  the  scale ; — I  forbear  to  enquire.  I  take 
my  stand  on  what  is  clear  and  undeniable.  On  the  other 
hand  you  are  challenged  to  produce  a  single  instance  in  Cyril 
of  fivoTiipiov'  &9  iif>av€ptodr),  where  the  reading  is  not  equally 


'  Ibid,  d  e. 

*  ci  fi*u  yap  as  (va  tS>u  Kaff  rffiaSf  SpBpairov  ibrXwf,  Ktu  ovxi  ^ 
fioKkou  Qibv  finjvBpiOTnjKaTa  difKJipv(av  oi  luiBtfrai  ic.r.X.  Presently,-^ 
/Acya  yap  rm  rh  T^f  fvat^fias  cWl  fiv<rnjpioVf  irffjxip^pmrtu  yhp  cV 
aapKi  Qfhs  &v  6  Adyof .  J).  154  a  b  c — In  a  subsequent  page, — 6  yt  /i^v 
€vavdp€airrj<ras  Bcor,  koitol  vofua^ilg  ovdfv  mpov  tlwu  irX^y  ore  fxotfop 
avBpamos  .  .  .  tKTfpvxOri  <V  tSyta-Lv,  cVtorev^  iv  Kocfi^^  Tfrt/ii/rai  dc  icoi 
m  Yios  dkriBas  rov  8coO  icat  Harpis  .  .  .  6c6f  eliHU  mvitrnvfUwot' — 
Ibid.  p.  170  d  e. 

'  * KvaBfyMTifTpiis  f^. — E?  ns  ovx  o/ioXoyci  aapKi  Koff  \m6irra<nv  tftmaBtu 
Tov  tK  Gcov  Uarpos  A&yov,  tva  rt  c^ycu  Xpiar^y  furii  rffs  t^ias  aapKoSf 
t6v  avTOv  dfjkopori  6e<Jv  t€  6p,ov  /cat  Mpionov^  dvoBtpa  cot«». — vi.  148  a. 

*  Jbid.  b,  c,  down  to  149  a.  (=  Concilia^  iii.  815  b-e.) 


Bp.  Ellioott.]     of  ALEXANDRIA,  CONSIDERED.  467 

balanced  by  fivarripuiv'  ©€09.  And  (as  already  explained)  of 
course  it  makes  nothing  for  59  that  Cyril  should  sometimes 
say  that '  the  mystery '  here  spoken  of  is  Christ  who  '  was 
manifested  in  the  flesh/  &c.  A  man  with  nothing  else  but 
the  A.  V.  of  the  '  Textus  Receptus '  before  him  might  equally 
well  say  that.     See  above,  pages  427-8. 

Not  imaware  am  I  of  a  certain  brief  Scholium^  which  the 
Critics  freely  allege  in  proof  that  Cyril  wrote  3?  (not  ©€09), 
and  which  as  they  quote  it,  (viz.  so  mutilated  as  effectually  to 
conceal  its  meaning,)  certainly  seems  to  be  express  in  its  tes- 
timony. But  the  thing  is  all  a  mistake.  Eightly  understood, 
the  Scholium  in  question  renders  no  testimony  at  all ; — as  I 
proceed  to  explain.  The  only  wonder  is  that  such  critics  as 
Bentley,*  Wetstein,^  Birch,*  Tischendorf",  *  or  even  Tregelles,* 
should  not  have  seen  this  for  themselves. 

The  author,  (whether  Photius,  or  some  other,)  is  insisting 
on  our  Lord's  absolute  exemption  from  sin,  although  for  our 
sakes  He  became  very  Man.  In  support  of  this,  he  quotes 
Is.  liii.  9,  (or  rather,  1  Pet.  ii.  22) — "  Who  did  no  dn,  neither 
was  guile  found  in  His  mouth.**  "  S.  Cyril "  (he  proceeds)  "  in 
the  12th  ch.  of  his  Scholia  says, — '  Who  was  manifested  in  the 
flesh,  justified  in  the  Spirit ;'  for  He  was  in  no  way  subject  to 
our  infirmities,"  and  so  on.  Now,  every  one  must  see  at  a  glance 
that  it  is  entirely  to  misapprehend  the  matter  to  suppose 
that  it  is  any  part  of  the  Scholiast's  object,  in  what  precedes, 
to  invite  attention  to  so  irrelevant  a  circumstance  as  that 
Cyril  began  his  quotation  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  with  5?  instead  of 


'  Preserved  by  (Ecumenius  in  his  Catena,  1631,  ii.  228. 
«  Ellis,  p.  67.  »  In  loc. 

^   Varim  Lect  ii.  232.    He  enumerates  ten  MSS.  in  which  he  found  it, 
— but  he  only  quotas  down  to  e^yep«^. 

*  In  loc.  •  P.  227  note, 

2  H  2 


468  A   SCHOLIUM  MISUNDERSTOOD.  [Reply  to 

Seo^}  As  Waterland  remarked  to  Berriman  150  years  ago,' 
the  Scholiast's  one  object  was  to  show  how  Cyril  interpreted 
the  expression  'justified  in  tlie  Spirit.*  Altogether  misleading 
is  it  to  quote  ordi/  the  first  line,  beginning  at  09  and  ending  at 
TTvev/jLaTL,  as  the  Critics  invariably  do.  The  point  to  which  in 
this  way  prominence  is  exclusively  given,  was  clearly,  to  the 
Commentator,  a  matter  of  no  concern  at  all.  He  quotes  from 
Cyril's  '  Scholia  de  Incamatiane  Uniz/eniti/^  in  preference  to  any 
other  of  Cyril's  writings,  for  a  vastly  different  reason.*  And 
yet  this — (viz.  Cyril's  supposed  substitution  of  09  for  ©609) — 
is,  in  the  account  of  the  Critics,  the  one  thing  which  the 
Scholiast  was  desirous  of  putting  on  record. 

In  the  meanwhile,  on  referring  to  the  place  in  Cyril,  we 
make  an  important  discovery.  The  Greek  of  the  Scholium 
in  question  being  lost,  we  depend  for  our  knowledge  of  its 
contents  on  the  Latin  translation  of  Marius  Mercator,  Cyril's 
contemporary.  And  in  that  translation,  no  trace  is  discover- 
able of  either  09  or  o.^  The  quotation  from  Timothy  begins 
abruptly  at  i<f>ap€p(o0i].  The  Latin  is  as  follows : — '  Divinus 
Paulus  magnum  quidem  ait  esse  mysterium  pietatis.  Et  vere  ita 
se  res  habet :  manifestatus  est  enim  in  carne,  cum  sit  Deus 
Verbum.*  *  The  supposed  hostile  evidence  from  this  quarter 
proves  therefore  to  be  non-existent.     I  pass  on. 

'  Pointed  out  lon<;  since  by  Matthasi,  N.  T,  vol.  xi.  Prxfat,  p.  xlviii. 
Also  in  his  ed.  of  1807, — iii.  443-4.  "  Nee  ideo  laudatus  est,  ut  doceret 
Cyrillum  loco  6t6i  legisse  or,  sed  ideo,  ne  quis  si  Deum  factxim  legeret 
hominem,  humanis  peccatis  etiam  obnoxium  esse  crederet." 

*  See  Berriman's  Dissertation,  p.  189. — (MS.  note  of  the  Author.) 

'  Not  from  the  2nd  article  of  his  Explanatio  xii,  capitum,  as  TiBcben- 
dorf  supposes. 

*  See  how  P.  E.  Pusey  characterizes  the  *  Scholia,'  in  his  Pr^aee  U» 
vol.  vi.  of  his  edition, — pp.  xii.  xiii. 

^  Cyrirs  Greek,  (to  judge  from  Mercator's  Latin,)  must  have  run  some- 
what as  follows  : — *0  Bfoirdaios  IlavXor  SixoXoyovfiivas  y^iyo,  <f)ffa\v  tu^ai  t6 
TTJs  fvo-ejSfiay  fivoTrjpiov,  Kai  optods  ovto^s  f^*'  *  ffl>ap€p^$rj  yap  €v  <rapjcc, 
Qf6s  tiv  6  Aoyos, 

*  0pp.  vol.  V.  P.  L  p.  785  d.— The  original  scholium  (of  which  the  extant 
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[1]  The  argument  e  silentio  considered. 

The  argument  e  silentio,  —  (of  all  arguments  the  most 
precarious,)  —  has  not  been  neglected.  —  '  But  we  can- 
not stop  here,'  you  say :  *  *  Wetstein  observed  long  ago 
that  Cyril  does  not  produce  this  text  when  he  does  pro- 
duce Eom.  ix.  5  in  answer  to  the  allegation  which  he 
quotes  from  Julian  that  S.  Paul  never  employed  the  word 
Seo^  of  our  Lord.*  *  Well  but,  neither  does  Gregory  of  Nyssa 
produce  this  text  when  he  is  writing  a  Treatise  expressly  to 
prove  the  GoDhead  of  the  Son  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost. 
*  Grave  est/ — says  Tischendorf.^  No,  not  *  grave  *  at  all,  I 
answer :  but  whether  *  grave  *  or  not,  that  Gregory  of  Nyssa 
read  %e6<;  in  this  place,  is  at  least  certain.  As  for  Wetstein, 
you  have  been  reminded  already,  that  'vhi  de  Divinitate 
Christi  agitur,  ibi  profecto  sui  dissimilior  deprehenditur.*^ 
Examine  the  place  in  Cyril  Alex,  for  yourself,  reading 
steadily  on  from  p.  327  a  to  p.  333  b.  Better  still,  read — 
paying  special  attention  to  his  Scriptural  proofs — Cyril's  two 
Treatises  '  De  redd  FideJ^  But  in  fact  attend  to  the  method 
of  Athanasius,  of  Basil,  or  of  whomsoever  else  you  will ;  • 
^nd  you  will  speedily  convince  yourself  that  the  argument 
e  silentio  is  next  to  valueless  on  occasions  like  the  present. 

Greek  proves  to  be  only  a  garble^!  fragment,  [see  Piisey's  ed.  vi.  p.  520,]  ) 
abounds  in  expressions  which  imply,  (if  they  do  not  require,)  that  ecor 
went  before:  e.  g.  ^ qvasi  Deus  homo  /actus:* — *erant  ergo  yetttes  in 
mundo  sine  Deo,  cum  absque  Christo  essent : ' — *  Deus  enim  erat  incur ^ 
tuUus : ' — *  in  humanitate  tamen  Deus  remansit :  Deus  enim  Verhum^ 
came  assumptd,  non  deposuit  quod  erat ;  inteUigitur  tamen  idem  Deus 
simtd  et  hoTOO^  &c. 

»  P.  67.  '  Opp,  vi.  327.  »  ii.  852. 

*  Matthaei,  N.  T.  xi.    Prmfat,  pp.  lii.-iii. 

»  Vol.  V.  P.  ii.  pp.  55-180. 

'  '  How  is  the  Godhead  of  Christ  proved  ? '  (asks  Ussher  in  his  Body  of 
Divinity,  ed.  1653,  p.  161).  And  he  adduces  out  of  the  N.  T.  only  Jo.  i.  1, 
XX.  28 ;  Rom.  ix.  5 ;  1  Jo.  v.  20.— He  had  quoted  1  Tim.  iii.  16  in  p.  160 
(with  Rom.  ix.  5)  to  prove  the  union  of  the  two  natures. 
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Certain  of  the  Critics  have  jumped  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
other  Cyril  cannot  have  been  acquainted  with  S.  Mark  xvi.  19 
(and  therefore  with  the  *  last  Twelve  Verses '  of  his  Gospel), 
because  when,  in  his  Catechetical  Lectures,  he  comes  to  the 
'  Eesurrection,'  *  Ascension,*  and  *  Session  at  the  Eight  Hand,* 
— he  does  not  quote  S.  Mark  xvi.  19.  And  yet, — (as  it  has 
been  elsewhere^  fully  shown,  and  in  fact  the  reason  is  assigned 
by  Cyril  himself,) — this  is  only  because,  on  the  previous 
day,  being  Sunday,  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  had  enlarged  upon  the 
Scriptural  evidence  for  those  august  verities,  (viz.  S.  Mark 
xvi.  19, — S.  Luke  xxiv.  51, — Acts  i.  9)  ;  and  therefore  was 
unwilling  to  say  over  again  before  the  same  auditory  what 
he  had  so  recently  delivered. 

But  indeed, — (the  remark  is  worth  making  in  passing,) — 
many  of  our  modem  Critics  seem  to  forget  that  the  heretics 
with  whom  Athanasius,  Basil,  the  Gregories,  &c.,were  chiefly 
in  conflict,  did  not  by  any  means  deny  the  Godhead  of  our 
Lord.  Arians  and  Apolinarians  alike  admitted  that  Christ 
was  God.  This,  in  fact,  has  been  pointed  out  already.  Very 
differently  indeed  would  the  ancient  Fathers  have  expressed 
themselves,  could  they  have  imagined  the  calamitous  use 
which,  at  the  end  of  1500  years,  perverse  wits  would  make  of 
their  writings, — the  astonishing  inferences  they  would  pro- 
pose to  extract  from  their  very  silence.  I  may  not  go  further 
into  the  subject  in  this  place. 

[m]  The  story  about  Macedonius.     His  testimony. 

It  follows  to  say  a  few  words  concerning  Macedonius  IL, 
patriarch  of  Constantinople  [a.d.  496-511],  of  whom  it  has 
been  absurdly  declared  that  he  was  the  inventor  of  the  reading 
for  which  I  contend.     I  pointed  out  on  a  former  occasion 


^  Borgon's  Last  Twelve  Verses^  &c.,  p.  195  and  note.    See  Canon  Cook 
on  this  subject, — pp.  146-7. 


Bh.  Elucott.]        the  story  ABOUT  MACED0NIU8.  471 

that  it  would  follow  from  that  very  circumstance,  (as  far  as  it 
is  true,)  that  Macedonius  "is  a  ivitness  for  ©eo? — perforce."  ^ 

Instead  of  either  assenting  to  this,  (which  is  surely  a  self- 
evident  proposition !), — or  else  disproving  it, — you  are  at  the 
pains  to  furbish  up  afresh,  as  if  it  were  a  novelty,  the  stale 
and  stupid  figment  propagated  by  Liberatus  of  Carthage, 
that  Macedonius  was  expelled  from  his  see  by  the  Emperor 
Anastasius  for  falsifying  1  Timothy  iii.  16.  This  exploded 
fable  you  preface  by  announcing  it  as  '* a  remarkahle  fact'* 
that  "  it  was  the  distinct  belief  of  Latin  writers  as  early  as  the 
Vlth  century  that  the  reading  of  this  passage  had  been 
corrupted  by  the  Greeks."  *  How  you  get  your  "  remarkable 
fact,"  out  of  your  premiss, — "the  distinct  belief  of  Latin 
writers,"  out  of  the  indistinct  rumour  ['  dicitur ']  vouched  for 
by  a  single  individual, — I  see  not.     But  let  that  pass. 

"  The  story  shows  "  (you  proceed)  "  that  the  Latins  in  the 
sixth  century  believed  09  to  be  the  reading  of  the  older  Greek 
manuscripts,  and  regarded  ©€09  as  a  false  reading  made  out 
of  it."  (p.  69.) — My  lord  Bishop,  I  venture  to  declare  that 
the  story  shows  nothing  of  the  sort.  The  Latins  in  the  Vlth 
(and  every  otJier)  century  believed  that — not  09,  but— o,  was 
the  right  reading  of  the  Greek  in  this  place.  Their  belief  on 
tliis  subject  however  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
story  before  us.  Liberatus  was  not  the  spokesman  of  "  the 
Latins  of  the  Vlth,"  (or  any  other  bygone)  "  century : "  but  (as 
Bp.  Pearson  points  out)  a  singularly  ill-informed  Archdeacon 
of  Carthage ;  who,  had  he  taken  ever  so  little  pains  with  the 
subject,  would  have  become  aware  that  for  no  such  reason  as  he 
assigns  was  Macedonius  [a.d.  511]  thrust  out  of  his  bishopric. 
If,  however,  there  were  at  least  thus  much  of  truth  in  the  story, 
— namely,  that  one  of  the  charges  brought  against  Macedonius 


>  Su2>ra,  p.  102.  »  Pp.  08-D. 
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was  his  having  corrupted  Scripture,  and  notably  his  having 
altered  09  into  ®€09  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16 ;  —  surely,  the  most 
obvious  of  all  inferences  would  be,  thatSeo?  was  f  mind  in  copies 
of  S.  PauTs  epistles  put  forth  at  Constantinople  hij  archiepiscapal 
authority  between  A.D.  496  and  A.D.  511.  To  say  the  least, — 
Macedonius,  by  his  writings  or  by  his  discourses,  certainly 
by  his  influence,  must  have  shown  himself  favourahle  to  Oeo^ 
{not  09)  €<f>av€p<!}0ri.  Else,  with  what  show  of  reason  could  the 
charge  have  been  brought  against  him  ?  "I  suppose "  (says 
our  learned  Dr.  John  Mill)  "  that  the  fable  before  us  arose 
out  of  the  fact  that  Macedonius,  on  hearing  that  in  several 
MSS.  of  the  Constantinopolitan  Church  the  text  of  1  Tim.  iii. 
16  (which  witnesses  expressly  to  the  Godhead  of  Chkist)  had 
been  depraved,  was  careful  that  those  copies  should  be  cor- 
rected in  conformity  with  the  best  exemplars."  ^ 

But,  in  fact,  I  suspect  you  completely  misunderstand  the 
whole  matter.  You  speak  of  ''the  story."  But  pray, — 
Which  "  story  "  do  you  mean  ?  "  The  story  "  which  Libe- 
ratus  told  in  the  Vlth  century  ?  or  the  ingenious  gloss  which 
Hincmar,  Abp.  of  Eheims,  put  upon  it  in  the  IXth  ?  You 
mention  the  first, — you  rea^n  from  the  second.  Either  will 
suit  me  equally  well.     But — una  la  volta,  per  carita  ! 

Hincmar,  (whom  the  critics  generally  follow,)  relates  that 
Macedonius  turned  OC  into  e€OC  (i.e.  Sc).*  If  Macedonius 
did,  he  preferred  ©eo?  ^0  09.  .  .  .  But  the  story  which  Liberatus 
promulgated  is  quite  different.^     Let  him  be  heard : — 

**  At  this  time,  Maoedonius,  bp.  of  GP.,  is  said  to  have  been 
deposed  by  the  emperor  Anastasius  on  a  charge  of  having 
falsified  the  Gospels,  and  notably  that  saying  of  the  Apostle, 


*  Prdleg,  in  N.  21,— §  1013.  «  Opp,  (ed.  1645)  ii.  447. 

'  Concilia,  v.  772  a.    I  quote  from  Garaier*8  ed*  of  the  Breviartum, 
reprint^  by  Gallandius,  xii.  1532. 
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'  Quia  apparuit  in  came,  justificatus  est  in  spiritu,*  He  was 
charged  with  having  turned  the  Greek  monosyllable  OC  (i.e. 
•  qui '),  by  the  change  of  a  single  letter  (O)  for  O)  into  0)0 :  i.e. 
'  ut  easet  Deus  apparuit  per  camera,* 


> » 


Now,  that  this  is  a  very  lame  story,  all  must  see.  In  reciting 
the  passage  in  Latin,  Liberatus  himself  exhibits  neither '  qui* 
nor  ' quod,'  nor  ' Deus* — but ' QUIA  apparuit  in  came.'  (The 
translator  of  Origen,  by  the  way,  does  the  same  thing.^) 
And  yet,  Liberatus  straightway  adds  (as  the  effect  of  the 
change)  *  ut  esset  Deus  apparuit  per  camem : '  as  if  that  were 
possible,  unless  'Devs'  stood  in  the  text  already!  Quite 
plain  in  the  meantime  is  it,  that,  according  to  Liberatus, 
(»<?  was  the  word  which  Macedonius  introduced  into  1  Tim. 
iii.  16.  And  it  is  worth  observing  that  the  scribe  who 
rendered  into  Greek  Pope  Martin  I.'s  fifth  Letter  (written 
on  the  occasion  of  the  Lateran  Council  A.D.  649), — having 
to  translate  the  Pope's  quotation  from  the  Vulgate  (*  quod 
manifestaius  est*) — exhibits  ax?  i<l>av€p(o0ij  in  this  place.^ 

High  time  it  becomes  that  I  should  offer  it  as  my  opinion 
that  those  Critics  are  right  (Cornelius  a  Lapide  [1614]  and 
Cotelerius  [1681])  who,  reasoning  from  what  Liberatus 
actually  says,  shrewdly  infer  that  there  must  have  existed 
codices  in  the  time  of  Macedonius  which  exhibited  OC  e€OC 
in  this  place ;  and  that  this  must  be  the  reading  to  which 
Liberatus  refers.^  Such  codices  exist  still.  One,  is  preserved 
in   the  library  of  the  Basilian  monks  at  Crypta  Ferrata, 


»  iv.  465  c.  «  Corunlia,  vi.  28  e  [  =  iii.  645  c  (ed.  Harduin)  ]. 

'  *'  Ex  sequentibus  colligo  quaedam  exemplaria  tempore  Anastasii  et 
Macedooii  habuisse  ^  Grdr ;  ut,  mutatione  fact&  6s  in  i>s,  iDtelli«;eretur 
ut  esset  Deus.**  (Cotelerii,  Ecd.  Or.  Moti.  iii.  663)—*'  Q.  d.  Ut  hie  homo, 
qui  dicitur  Jesus,  esset  et  dici  posset  Deus,"  &c.  (Cornelius,  in  Joe.  He 
declares  absolutely  "  olim  legerunt . . .  .hs  ecw.") — All  this  was  noticed 
long  since  by  Berriman,  pp.  243-4. 
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already  spoken  of  at  pp.  446-8 :  another,  is  at  Paris.     I  call 
them  respectively  '  Apost.  83  *  and  *  Paul  282.'  ^    This  is  new. 

Enough  of  all  this  however.  Too  much  in  fact  I  mnst 
hasten  on.  The  entire  fable,  by  whomsoever  fabricated,  has 
lieen  treated  with  well-merited  contempt  by  a  succession  of 
learned  men  ever  since  the  days  of  Bp.  Pearson.*  And  although 
during  the  last  century  several  writers  of  the  unbelieving 
school  (chiefly  Socinians^)  revived  and  embellished  the  silly 
story,  in  order  if  possible  to  get  rid  of  a  text  which  witnesses 
inconveniently  to  the  Godhead  of  Christ,  one  would  have 
hoped  that,  in  these  enlightened  days,  a  Christian  Bishop  of 
the  same  Cliurch  which  the  learned,  pious,  and  judicious  John 
Berriman  adorned  a  century  and  a-half  ago,  would  have  been 
ashamed  to  rekindle  the  ancient  strife  and  to  swell  the  Soci- 


*  *  Apost.  83,'  is  *Crypta~Ferrat.  A.  i8.  iv.'  described  in  the  Appendix. 
I  owe  the  information  to  the  learned  librarian  of  Crypta  Ferrata,  the 
Hieromonachus  A.  Rocchi.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  transcribe  the  letter  which 
conveyed  information  which  the  writer  knew  would  be  acceptable  to  me : — 
"  Cliiie  Rine  Domine.  Quod  erat  in  votis,  plures  loci  illius  Paulini  non 
modo  in  nostris  codd.  lectioncs,  sed  et  in  his  ipsis  vanationes,  adsequutus 
es.  Modo  ego  open  meo  finem  imponam,  descriptis  prope  sexcentis  et 
quinquaginta  quinque  vel  codicibus  vel  MSS.  Tres  autem,  quos  primuni 
nunc  notatos  tibi  exhibeo,  pertinent  ad  Liturgicorum  ordinem.  Jam 
felici  omine  tuas  prosequere  elucubrationes,  cautus  tantum  ne  studio  et 
labore  nimio  valetudinem  tuam  defatiges.  Vale.  De  Tusculano,  xi.  kal. 
Maias,  an.  R.  S.  mdccclxxxiii.  Antonius  Rocchi,  Hieromonachus 
Basilianus." 

For  •  Paul  282,'  (a  bilingual  MS.  at  Paris,  known  as  *  Arm^nien  9,')  I 
am  indebted  to  the  Abbd  Martin,  who  describes  it  in  his  Introductit>ii 
a  la  Critique  Textuelle  du  N.  T.,  1883,— pp.  660-1.     See  Appendix. 

*  Prt'bendary  Scrivener  (p.  555)  ably  closes  the  list.  Any  one  desirons 
of  mastering  the  entire  literature  of  the  subject  should  study  the  Rev.  John 
BeiTiman's  interesting  and  exhaustive  IHssertation^ — pp.  229-263. 

'  The  reader  is  invited  to  read  what  Berriman,  (who  was  engaged  on  his 
*  Dissertation  '  while  Bp.  Butler  was  writing  the  *  Advertisement '  prefixed 
to  his  *  J  wi/ojyy' [1736],)  has  written  on  this  part  of  the  subject, — pp. 
120-y,  173-198,  231-240,  259-60,  262,  &c. 
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nian  chorus.     I  shall  be  satisfied  if  I  have  at  least  convinced 
you  that  Macedonius  is  a  witness  for  ©€09  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

[n]  The  testimoni/  of  an  Axoimtfous  writer  (a.d  430), — 
of  Epiphanius  (a.d.  787), — of  Theodorus  Studita  (ap. 
795  ?), — of  Scholia, — of  CEcumenius, — of  Theophylact, — 

of  EUTHYMIUS. 

The  evidence  of  an  Anonymous  Author  who  has  been  mis- 
taken for  Athanasius, — ^you  pass  by  in  silence.  That  this 
writer  lived  in  the  days  when  the  Nestorian  Controversy  was 
raging, — namely,  in  the  first  half  of  the  Vth  century, — is  at 
all  events  evident  He  is  therefore  at  least  as  ancient  a 
witness  for  the  text  of  Scripture  as  codex  a  itself :  and  0€O9 
i<f>av€p<o0r)  is  cleariy  what  he  found  written  in  this  place.* 
Why  do  you  make  such  a  fuss  about  Cod.  A,  and  yet  ignore 
this  contemporary  witness  ?  We  do  not  know  who  ivrote  the 
Epistle  in  question, — true.  Neither  do  we  know  who  wrote 
Codex  A.     What  then  ? 

Another  eminent  witness  for  0€O9,  whom  also  you  do  not 
condescend  to  notice,  is  Epiphanius,  deacon  of  Catana  in 
Sicily,  —  who  represented  Thomas,  Abp.  of  Sardinia,  at  the 
2nd  Nicene  Council,  a.d.  787.  A  long  discourse  of  this 
Ecclesiastic  may  be  seen  in  the  Acts  of  the  Council,  trans- 
lated into  Latin, — which  makes  his  testimony  so  striking. 
But  in  fact  his  words  are  express,^  and  the  more  valuable 
because  they  come  from  a  region  of  Western  Christendom 
from  which  textual  utterances  are  rare. 

A  far  more  conspicuous  writer  of  neariy  the  same  date, 
Theodorus  Studita  of  CP,  [ad.  759-826,]  is  also  a  ^-itness 


*  Apud  Athanasiam,  Opp,  ii.  33 ;  and  see  Gai-nier's  introductory  Note. 

*  '  Audi  Pauluna  magnd  voce  clamantem :  Detis  mani/estatus  est  in  came 
[down  to]  astumfduB  eU  m  fjUnriSL,  0  magni  doctoris  afiatum !  2>etM, 
inquii,  ffion^M^ iif  kLmmi;!iK^i^Q9(¥^iok,  vii.  p.  618 e 
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for  0€o<?.^  How  does  it  happen,  my  lord  Bishop,  that  you 
contend  so  eagerly  for  the  testimony  of  codices  F  and  G, 
which  are  but  one  IXth-century  witness  after  all, — and  yet 
entirely  disregard  living  utterances  like  these,  of  known 
men, — who  belonged  to  known  places, — and  wrote  at  a 
known  time?  Is  it  because  they  witness  unequivocally 
against  you  ? 

Several  ancient  Scholiasts,  expressing  themselves  di- 
versely, deserve  enumeration  here,  who  are  all  witnesses  for 
0609  exclusively.^    Lastly, — 

(EcuMENius^  (A.D.  990), — Theophylact*  (a.d.  1077), — 
EuTHYMius*  (a.d.  ill 6),  —  close  this  enumeration.  They 
are  all  three  clear  witnesses  for  reading  not  09  but  ©eo?. 

[0]     The  testimony  of  EccLESUSTiCAL  Traditiox. 

Nothing  has  been  hitherto  said  concerning  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal usage  with  respect  to  this  place  of  Scripture.  1  Tim. 
iii.  16  occurs  in  a  lection  consisting  of  nine  verses  (1  Tim. 
iii.  13-iv.  5),  which  used  to  be  publicly  read  in  almost  all 
the  Churches  of  Eastern  Christendom  on  the  Saturday  before 
Epiphany.*  It  was  also  read,  in  not  a  few  Churches,  on  the 
34th  Saturday  of  the  year/     Unfortunately,  the  book  wliich 


*  Theodori  StuditaB,  Epistt,  lib.  ii.  36,  and  156.  (Sirmondi's  Opera 
Varia,  vol.  v.  pp.  349  e  and  498  b,— Venet.  1728.) 

'  Paul  113,  (Matthasi's  a)  contains  two  Scholia  which  witness  to  Ocor 
cc^vc/)©^  :— Paul  115,  (Matthaei's  d)  also  contains  two  Scholia. — Paul 
118,  (Matthaei's  h).— Paul  123,  (Matthaei's  n).  See  Matthiei*s  N.  T. 
vol.  xi.    Prmfat,  pp.  xlii.-iii.  •  ii.  228  a.  *  iL  569  e :  570  a. 

*  Fanoplia, — ^Tergobyst,  1710,  fol.  picy'.  p.  2,  coL  1. 

*  "Safi^drt^  7rp6  rSav  ^a>ra>i/. 

'  But  in  Apost.  12  (Reg.  375)  it  is  the  lection  for  the  30th  (X')  Satur- 
day.—In  Apost.  33  (Reg.  382),  for  the  3l8t  (Xo').— -In  Apost.  26  (Reg. 
320),  the  lection  for  the  34th  Saturday  begins  at  1  Tim.  vi.  11. — Apostt. 
26  and  27  (Regg.  320-1)  are  said  to  have  a  i)cculiar  order  of  lessons. 
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contains  lections  from  S.  Paul's  Epistles,  {'ApostoliLs  *  it  is 
technically  called,)  is  of  comparatively  rare  occurrence, — is 
often  found  in  a  mutilated  condition, — and  (for  this  and 
other  reasons)  is,  as  often  as  not,  without  this  particular 
lesson.^  Thus,  an  analysis  of  90  copies  of  the  *  Apostolus ' 
(No.  1  to  90),  is  attended  by  the  following  result: — 10  are 
found  to  have  been  set  down  in  error  ;^  while  41  are 
declared — (sometimes,  I  fear,  through  the  unskilfulness  of 
those  who  profess  to  have  examined  them), — not  to  contain 
1  Tim.  iii.  16.^  Of  7,  I  have  not  been  able  to  obtain  tidings.* 
Thus,  there  are  but  32  copies  of  the  book  called  'Apostolus 
available  for  our  present  purpose. 

But  of  these  thirty-two,  twenty-seven  exhibit  0€o<?.*^    You 
will  be  interested  to  hear  that  one  rejoices  in  the  unique 


*  For  convenience,  many  codices  are  reckoned  under  this  head  (viz.  of 
*  Apostolus ')  which  are  rather  ^ KirwrroKo-txHiyyiKuju  Many  again  which 
are  but  fragmentary,  or  contain  only  a  very  few  lessons  from  the  Epistles : 
such  are  A  j)ostt.  97  to  103.    See  the  Appendix. 

*  No.  21,  28,  31  are  said  to  be  Grospel  lessons  (*  Evstt.').  No.  29, 35  and 
36  are  Euchologia;  "the  two  latter  probably  Melchite,  for  the  codices 
exhibit  some  Arabic  words "  (Abbo  Martin).  Ko.  43  and  48  must  be 
erased.    No.  70  and  81  are  identical  with  52  (B.  M.  Addit,  32051). 

*  Viz.  Apost.  1 :  3:6:9  &  10  (which  are  Menologies  with  a  few 
Gospel  lections):  15:  16:  17:  19:  20:  24:  26:  27:  32:  37:  39:  44: 
47:  50:  53:  65:  56:  59:  60:  61:  63:  64:  66:  67:  68:  71:  72:  73: 
75:  76:  78:  79:  80:  87:  88:  90. 

*  Viz.  Apost.  4  at  Florence :  8  at  Copenhagen :  40,  41,  42  at  Home : 
64  at  St.  Petersburg :  74  in  America. 

*  Viz.  Apost.  2  and  52  (Addit.  32051)  in  the  B.  Mus.,  also  69  (Addit. 
29714  verified  by  Dr.  C.  R.  Gregory):  5  at  Gottingen:  7  at  the  Propa- 
ganda (verified  by  Dr.  Beyer) :  11,  22,  23,  25,  30,  33  at  Paris  (verified  by 
Abb^  Martin) :  13,  14,  18  at  Moscow :  38,  49  in  the  Vatican  (verified  by 
Signor  Cozza-Luzi):  45  at  Glasgow  (verified  by  Dr.  Young):  46  at 
Milan  (verified  by  Dr.  Ceriani) :  51  at  Besan9on  (verified  by  M.  Castan) : 
67  and  62  at  Lambeth,  also  65  b-c  (all  three  verified  by  Scrivener) :  58 
at  Ch.  Ch.,  Oxford :  77  at  Moscow :  82  at  Messina  (verified  by  Papas  Ma- 
tranga) :  84  and  89  at  Crypta  Ferrata  (verified  by  Hieromonachus  Rocchi). 


/ 
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reading  ^eov :  *  while  another  Copy  of  the  '  Apostolus  '  keeps 
*  Paul  282  *  in  countenance  by  reading  S9  Seo?.^  In  other 
words,  '  God  '  is  found  in  29  copies  out  of  32 :  while  '  who  * 
(09)  is  observed  to  survive  in  only  3, — and  they.  Western 
documents  of  suspicious  character.  Two  of  these  w^ere  pro- 
duced in  one  and  the  same  Calabrian  monastery ;  and  they 
still  stand,  side  by  side,  in  the  library  of  Crypta  Ferrata : ' 
being  exclusively  in  sympathy  with  the  very  suspicious 
Western  document  at  Paris,  already  described  at  page  446. 

Ecclesiastical  Tradition  is  therefore  clearly  against  you, 
in  respect  of  the  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  How  you  esti- 
mate this  head  of  Evidence,  I  know  not  For  my  own  part, 
I  hold  it  to  be  of  superlative  importance.  It  transports  us 
back,  at  once,  to  the  primitive  age;  and  is  found  to  be 
infinitely  better  deserving  of  attention  than  the  witness  of 
any  extant  uncial  documents  which  can  be  produced.  And 
why  ?  For  the  plain  reason  that  it  must  needs  have  been 
once  attested  by  an  indefinitely  large  member  of  codices  more 
ancient  by  far  than  any  which  we  now  possess.  In  fact. 
Ecclesiastical  Tradition,  when  superadded  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Manuscripts  and  Fathers,  becomes  an  over- 
whelming consideration. 

And  now  we  may  at  last  proceed  to  sum  up.  Let  me 
gather  out  the  result  of  the  foregoing  fifty  pages ;  and  remind 


»  Viz.  Apost.  34  (Reg.  383),  a  XVthKJentury  Codex.  The  AbW  Martin 
assures  me  that  this  copy  exhibits  fivarripiov  \  ^  €<f>ap€po»Brf.  Note 
however  that  the  position  of  the  point,  as  well  as  the  accentuation,  proves 
that  nothing  else  but  6i  was  intended.  This  is  very  instructive.  What 
if  the  same  slip  of  the  pen  had  been  found  in  Cod.  b  ? 

•  Viz.  Apost.  83  (Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  p,  iv.) 

*  Viz.  Praxapost.  85  and  86  (Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  fi,  vii.  which  exhibits 
fivoTTjpiov  ta  €<f>a  |  vtpmOrj  cV  aapKi  and  A.  ^.  viii.,  which  exhibits  fLvari" 
piov  to-  €  .  .  v€padTj  I  c  V  a-apKv.  [fiicJ]),  Concerning  these  codices,  see 
above,  pp.  446  to  448. 
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the  reader  briefly  of  the  amount  of  external  testimony  pro- 
ducible in  support  of  each  of  these  rival  readings : — o, — o<?, — 

0€O9. 

[I.]  Sum  of  the  Svidence  of  Versions,  Copies,  Fathers,  in 
favour  of  reading  fivoTTjpiov '  h  €(f>av€p<!)0ij  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

(a)  The  i*eading  fivan^piov '  h  k(l>av€p(o07fy — (which  Wet- 
stein  strove  hard  to  bring  into  favour,  and  which  was  highly 
popular  with  the  Socinian  party  down  to  the  third  quarter  of 
the  last  century,) — enjoys,  as  we  have  seen,  (pp.  448-53,) 
the  weighty  attestation  of  the  Latin  and  of  the  Peschito, 
— of  the  Coptic,  of  the  Sahidic,  and  of  the  -^thiopic  Versions. 

No  one  may  presume  to  speak  slightingly  of  such  evidence 
as  this.  It  is  the  oldest  which  can  be  produced  for  the 
truth  of  anything  in  the  inspired  Text  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment ;  and  it  comes  from  the  East  as  well  as  from  the  West. 
Yet  is  it,  in  and  by  itself,  clearly  inadequate.  Two  charac- 
teristics of  Truth  are  wanting  to  it, — two  credentials, — 
unfurnished  with  which,  it  cannot  be  so  much  as  seriously 
entertained.  It  demands  Variety  as  well  as  Largeness  of 
attestation.  It  should  be  able  to  exhibit  in  support  of  its 
claims  the  additional  witness  of  Copies  and  Fathers.     But, 

(;8)  On  the  contrary,  o  is  found  besides  in  only  one  Greek 
Manuscript, — viz.  the  Vlth-century  codex  Claromontanus,  D. 
And  further, 

(7)  Two  ancient  vrriters  alone  bear  witness  to  this  reading, 
viz.  Gelasius  of  Cyzicus,*  whose  date  is  a.d.  476  ;^  and  the 
UNKNOWN  Author  of  a  homily  of  uncertain  date  in  the 


»  ConcUia,  ii.  217  c  (=ed.  Hard.  i.  418  b). 

'  He  wrote  a  history  of  the  Council  of  Nica^a,  in  which  he  introduces 
the  discussions  of  the  several  Bishops  present, — all  the  product  (as  Cave 
thinks)  of  his  own  brain. 
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Appendix  to  Chrysostom  *  ....  It  is  scarcely  intelligible 
how,  on  such  evidence,  the  Critics  of  the  last  century  can 
have  persuaded  themselves  (with  Grotius)  that  fiv<rnjpiov '  S 
i<f>ap€p(o0rj  is  the  true  reading  of  1  Timothy  iiL  16.  And  yet, 
in  order  to  maintain  this  thesis,  Sir  Isaac  Newton  descended 
from  the  starry  sphere  and  tried  his  hand  at  Textual  Criti- 
cism. Wetstein  (1752)  freely  transferred  the  astronomer's 
labours  to  his  own  pages,  and  thus  gave  renewed  currency  to 
an  opinion  which  the  labours  of  the  learned  Berriman  (1741) 
had  already  demonstrated  to  be  untenable. 

Whether  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  (in  his  work  '  de  Incar- 
natione*)  wrote  09  or  o,  must  remain  uncertain  till  a  sight  has 
been  obtained  of  his  Greek  together  with  its  context.  I  find 
that  he  quotes  1  Tim  iii.  16  at  least  three  times : — [1]  Of  the 
first  place,  there  is  only  a  Latin  translation,  which  begins 
*  Quod  jtostificatvs  est  in  spiritu*^ — [2]  The  second  place 
comes  to  us  in  Latin,  Greek,  and  Syriac:  but  unsatisfac- 
torily in  all  three: — (a)  The  Latin  version  introduces  the 
quotation  thus, — '  Consonantia  et  Apostolus  dicit,  Ut  mani- 
feste  magnum  est  pietatis  mysterium,  qui'  (or  quod*)  mani- 
festatvs  (or  tum)  est  in  came,  justificatv^  (or  tum)  est 
in  sjyiritu:' — (6)  The  Greek,  (for  which  we  are  indebted 
to  Leontius  Byzantinus,  a.d.  610,)  reads, — ^O?  i<f>av€- 
p{i>07)    ev    aapKi,    iSucamOrj   iv  Tn/evfiaTL^ — divested    of  all 


*  viii.  214  b. 

*  Cited  at  the  Council  of  CP.  (a.d.  653).  ^Concilia,  ed.  Labbe  et 
Cossart,  v.  447  b  c=od.  Harduin,  iii.  29  c  and  82  e.] 

'  Concilia,  Labbe,  v.  449  a,  and  Harduin,  iii.  84  d.       *  Harduin,  iii.  32  d. 

*  A  Latin  translation  of  the  work  of  Leontius  (^Contra  Nestor,  et 
Lutych.),  wherein  it  is  stated  that  the  present  place  was  found  in  lib.  xiii., 
may  be  seen  in  Gallandius  [xii.  660-99 :  the  passage  under  consideration 
being  given  at  p.  694  c  d]  :  but  Mai  [Script,  Veit,  vi.  290-312],  haying 
discovered  in  the  Vatican  the  original  text  of  the  excerpts  from  Theod. 
Mops.,  published  (from  the  xiith  book  of  Theod.  de  Incamatione)  the 
Greek  of  the  passage  [vL  308].  From  this  source,  Migne  [PcUr.  Or,  vol. 
66,  col.  988]  seems  to  have  obtained  his  quotation. 
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preface.*  Those  seven  words,  thus  isolated  from  their  con- 
text, are  accordingly  printed  by  Migne  as  a  heading  only : — 
(c)  The  Syriac  translation  unmistakably  reads,  *Et  Apo- 
stolus dixit,  Vere  svhlime  est  hoc  mysterium,  QUOD,' — omitting 
7^9  eifaeffela^,^ — [3]  The  third  quotation,  which  is  found 
only  in  Syriac,^  begins, — *  For  truly  great  is  the-mystery  of- 
the-fear-of  GoD,  who  was  manifested  in-the-Jlesh  and-wa^- 
justified  in-the-spirit!  This  differs  from  the  received  text  of 
the  Peschito  by  substituting  a  different  word  for  eua-eficta, 
and  by  employing  the  emphatic  state  '  the-flesh,'  '  the-spirit 
where  the  Peschito  has  the  absolute  state  'flesh,'  'spirit.* 
The  two  later  clauses  agree  with  the  Harkleian  or  Philoxe- 
nian.* — I  find  it  difficult  from  all  this  to  know  what  pre- 
cisely to  do  with  Theodore's  evidence.  It  has  a  truly 
oracular  ambiguity;  wavering  between  5 — 09 — and  even 
©€09.  You,  I  observe,  (who  are  only  acquainted  with  the 
second  of  the  three  places  above  cited,  and  but  imper- 
fectly with  that,)  do  not  hesitate  to  cut  the  knot  by  simply 
claiming  the  heretic's  authority  for  the  reading  you  advo- 
cate,— viz.  59.    I  have  thought  it  due  to  my  readers  to  tell 


^  Either  as  given  by  Mai,  or  as  represented  in  the  Latin  translation  of 
Leontius  (obtained  from  a  different  codex)  by  Canisius  lAntiquss  LecU,, 
1601,  vol.  iv.],  from  whose  work  Oallandius  simply  reprinted  it  in  1788. 

'  Theodori  Mops.  Fragmenta  Syriacay  vei'tit  Ed.  Sachau,  Lips.  1869, 
— ^p.  53. — I  am  indebted  for  much  zealous  help  in  respect  of  these  Syriac 
quotations  to  the  Rev.  Thomas  Randell  of  Oxford, — who,  I  venture  to 
predict,  will  some  day  make  his  mark  in  these  studies. 

'  Ibid,  p.  64.  The 'context  of  the  place  (which  is  derived  from  Lagaide^s 
AncUecta  Syriaca,  p.  102,  top,)  is  as  follows :  ^  Deltas  enim  inhabitans 
hiec  omnia  gubemare  incepit.  £t  in  hac  re  etiam  gratia  Spiritus  Sancti 
adjuvabat  ad  hunc  effectum,  ut  beatus  quoque  Apostolus  dixit:  '  Vere 
grande  .  ,  ,  in  spiritu ; '  quoniam  nos  quoque  auxilium  Spiritiis  accepturi 
sumus  ad  perfectionem  justitiae."  A  further  reference  to  1  Tim.  iii.  16  at 
page  69,  does  not  help  us. 

*  1  owe  this,  and  more  help  than  I  can  express  in  a  foot-note,  to  my 
learned  friend  the  Rev.  Henry  Deane,  of  S.  John's. 

2  1 
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them  all  that  is  known  about  the  evidence  furnished  by 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia.  At  all  events,  the  utmost  which 
can  be  advanced  in  favour  of  reading  fivaTi]piov  o  in  1 
Timothy  iiL  16,  has  now  been  fireely  stated.  I  am  therefore 
at  liberty  to  pass  on  to  the  next  opinion. 

[II.]  Sum  of  the  Evidence  of  Versions,  Copies,  Fathers  in 
favour  of  reading  ^vtrrqpiov  •  8v  i<l>av€p(o07)  in  1  Timothy 
iii.  16. 

Eemarkable  it  is  how  completely  Griesbach  succeeded  in 
diverting  the  current  of  opinion  with  respect  to  the  place  before 
us,  into  a  new  channel.  At  first  indeed  (viz.  in  1777)  he 
retained  0€o<?  in  his  Text,  timidly  printing  09  in  small  type 
above  it ;  and  remarking, — *  Judicium  rfc  hAc  lectionis  varielate 
lectorihus  liberum  relinquere  placuit*  But,  at  the  end  of 
thirty  years  (viz.  in  1806),  waxing  bolder,  Griesbach  sub- 
stituted 09  for  0609, — '  ut  ipsi*  (as  he  says)  *  nobis  constarcmus* 
Lachmann,  Tischendorf,  Tregelles,  Westcott  and  Hort,  and 
the  Revisers,  under  your  guidance,  have  followed  him : 
which  is  to  me  unaccountable, — seeing  that  even  less  autho- 
rity is  producible  for  89,  than  for  0,  in  this  place.  But  let 
the  evidence  for  ftvarriptov  *  89  i<f>av€po>0ff  iv  aap/cl  be  briefly 
recapitulated : — 

(a)  It  consists  of  a  siiujle  uncial  copy,  viz.  the  corrupt  cod. 
K, — (for,  as  was  fully  explained  above,^  codd.  c  and  f-g  yield 
uncertain  testimony) :  and  perhaps  two  cursive  copies,  viz. 
Paul  17,  (the  notorious  "  33  "  of  the  Gospels,) — and  a  copy 
at  Upsala  (No.  73),  which  is  held  to  require  further  verifica- 
tion.^ To  these,  are  to  be  added  three  other  liturgical  wit- 
nesses in  the  cursive  character — being  Western  copies  of  the 
book  called  '  Apostolus,'  which  have  only  recently  come  to 


*  Pages  437-43  «  See  above,  p.  444. 
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light  Two  of  the  codices  in  question  are  of  Calabrian 
origin.^  A  few  words  more  on  this  subject  will  be  found 
above,  at  pages  477  and  478. 

(^)  The  orUy  Version  which  certainly  witnesses  in  favour 
of  o<?,  is  the  Gothic :  which,  (as  explained  at  pp.  452-3)  ex- 
hibits a  hopelessly  obscure  construction,  and  rests  on  the 
evidence  of  a  single  copy  in  the  Ambrosian  library. 

(7)  Of  Patristic  testimonies  (to  fivarripiov  •  &<?  i<l>av€pw0tf) 
there  exists  not  one.  That  EpiPHANros  [a.d.  360]  professing 
to  transcribe  from  an  early  treatise  of  his  own,  in  which 
€il>caf€p€!>0ff  stands  without  a  nominative,  should  prefix  & — 
proves  nothing,  as  I  have  fully  explained  elsewhera^ — The 
equivocal  testimony  rendered  by  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia 
[a.d.  390]  is  already  before  the  reader.* 

And  this  exhausts  the  evidence  for  a  reading  which  came 
in, — and  (I  venture  to  predict)  will  go  out, — with  the 
present  century.  My  only  wonder  is,  how  an  exhibition  of 
1  Tim.  iiL  16  so  feebly  attested, — so  almost  withoiU  attesta- 
tion,— can  have  come  to  be  seriously  entertained  by  any. 
"  Si," — (as  Griesbach  remarks  concerning  1  John  v.  7) — "  si 
tam  pauci  ....  testes  ....  sufBcerent  ad  demonstrandam 
lectionis  cujusdam  yvrfatoTrjra,  licet  obstent  tam  multa 
tamque  gravia  et  testimonia  et  argumenta ;  nullum  prorsus 
sttperesset  in  re  criticd  veri  falsique  criterium,  et  textits  Novi 
Testamenti  universus  plane  ineertvs  esset  aique  dvinus/'  * 

Yet  this  is  the  Reading  which  you,  my  lord  Bishop,  not 
only  stiffly  maintain,  but  which  you  insist  is  no  longer  so 


*  See  above,  pp.  446-8 ;  also  the  Appendix.  '  See  pp.  420-8. 

«  See  pp.  480-2.  *  N.  T.  180«»  ii.  wi  m'oem,  p.  [25]. 
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much  as  "  open  to  recansideraiian,*^  Yon  are,  it  seems,  for 
introducing  the  cloture  into  Textual  debate.  But  in  fact  you 
are  for  inflicting  pains  and  penalties  as  well,  on  those  who 
have  the  misfortune  to  differ  in  opinion  from  yourself.  You 
discharge  all  the  vials  of  the  united  sees  of  Gloucester  and 
Bristol  on  me  for  my  presumption  in  daring  to  challenge  the 
verdict  of  "  the  Textual  Criticism  of  the  last  fifty  years," — of 
the  Revisers, — and  of  yourself ; — my  folly,  in  venturing  to 
believe  that  the  traditional  reading  of  1  Tim.  iii  16,  (which 
you  admit  is  at  least  1530  years  old,)  is  the  right  reading 
after  alL  You  hold  me  up  to  public  indignation.  "  He  has 
made "  (you  say)  *'  an  elaborate  effort  to  shake  conclusions 
(ibout  which  no  professed  Scholar  has  any  doubt  whatever  ;  but 
which  an  ordinary  reader  (and  to  such  we  address  ourselves) 
might  regard  as  still  open  to  reconsideration^' — "Moreover" 
(you  proceed)  ''this  case  is  of  great  importance  as  an 
example.  It  illustrates  in  a  striking  manner  the  complete 
isolation  of  the  Reviewer's  position.  If  he  is  right,  all  other 
Critics  are  wrong."  * 

Will  you  permit  me,  my  lord  Bishop,  as  an  ordinary 
writer,  addressing  (like  yourself}  "ordinary  readers," — re- 
spectfully to  point  out  that  you  entirely  mistake  the  pro- 
blem in  hand  ?  The  Greek  Text  of  the  K  T.  is  not  to  be 
settled  by  Modern  Opinion,  but  by  Ancient  Authority.* 
In  this  department  of  enquiry  therefore,  "  complete  isolation  " 
is  his,  and  his  only,  who  is  forsaken  by  Copies,  Versions, 
Fathers.  The  man  who  is  able,  on  the  contrary,  to  point  to 
an  overwhelming  company  of  Ancient  Witnesses,  and  is 
contented  modestly  to  take  up  his  station  at  their  feet, — 
such  an  one  can  afford  to  disregard  "  The  Texttud  Criticism 
of  (lie  last  fifty  years,''  if  it  presumes  to  contradict  their  plain 


*  Page  76.  "  8ee  above,  pp.  376-8. 
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decrees ;  can  even  afford  to  smile  at  the  confidence  of  "  pro- 
fessed Scholars  "  and  "  Critics,"  if  they  are  so  ill  advised  as 
to  set  themselves  in  battle  array  against  that  host  of  ancient 
men. 

To  say  therefore  of  such  an  one,  (as  you  now  say  of  me,) 
"  K  he  is  right,  all  other  Critics  are  wrong," — is  to  present 
an  irrelevant  issue,  and  to  perplex  a  plain  question.  The 
business  of  Textual  Criticism  (as  you  state  at  page  28  of  your 
pamphlet)  is  nothing  else  but  to  ascertain  *'the  consentient 
testimony  of  the  most  ancient  Authorities"  The  ofl&ce  of  the 
Textual  Critic  is  none  other  but  to  interpret  rightly  the 
solemn  verdict  of  Antiquity,  Do  /  then  interpret  that  verdict 
rightly, — or  do  I  not  ?  The  whole  question  resolves  itself 
into  that !  K  I  do  wo^,— pray  show  me  wherein  I  have  mis- 
taken the  facts  of  the  casa  But  if  I  do, — why  do  you  not 
come  over  instantly  to  my  side?  "Since  he  is  right,"  (I 
shall  expect  to  hear  you  say,)  "  it  stands  to  reason  that  the 
*  professed  Critics'  whom  he  has  been  combating, — myself 
among  the  number, — must  be  wrong."  ....  I  am,  you  see, 
loyally  accepting  the  logical  issue  you  have  yourself  raised. 
I  do  but  seek  to  reconcile  your  dilemma  with  the  actual 
facts  of  the  problem. 

And  now,  will  you  listen  while  I  state  the  grounds  on 
which  I  am  convinced  that  your  substitution  of  09  for  ©€09 
in  1  Tim.  iii  16  is  nothing  else  but  a  calamitous  perversion 
of  the  Truth  ?  May  I  be  allowed  at  least  to  exhibit,  in  the 
same  summary  way  as  before,  the  evidence  for  reading  in 
this  place  neither©  nor  09, — but  ©eo9  ? 

[III.]  Sum  of  the  Eviden^x  of  Versions,  Copies,  Fathers,  in 
favov/r  of  reading  ©eo9  i(f>av€pw0r)  in  1  Tim.  iii  16. 

Entirely  different, — in  respect  of  variety,  of  quantity  and 
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of  quality, — from  what  has  gone  before,  is  the  witness  of 
Antiquity  to  the  Received  Text  of  1  Timothy  iii  16 :  viz.  tcaX 
ofjLoXoyovfieva}^  fiiya  iarl  to  tFj^  eva-efieiof;  fivanipiov  Osoi^i 
€if>av€p(!>0rf  €v  a-apxi,  k.t.X.  ....  I  proceed  to  rehearse  it  in 
outline,  having  already  dwelt  in  detail  upon  so  much  of  it 
as  has  been  made  the  subject  of  controversy.^  The  reader  is 
fully  aware*  that  I  do  not  propose  to  make  argumentative 
use  of  the  first  six  names  in  the  ensuing  enumeration.  To 
those  names,  [enclosed  within  square  brackets,]  I  forbear 
even  to  assign  numbers ;  not  as  entertaining  doubt  concern- 
ing the  testimony  they  furnish,  but  as  resolved  to  build 
exclusively  on  facts  which  are  incontrovertible.  Yet  is  it 
but  reasonable  that  the  whole  of  the  Evidence  for  Oco? 
i<f>avep{o0rj  should  be  placed  before  the  reader :  and  ^  is  in 
my  judgment  a  wondrous  unfair  disputant  who  can  atten- 
tively survey  the  evidence  which  I  thus  forego,  without 
secretly  acknowledging  that  its  combined  Weight  is  consi- 
derable; while  its  Antiquity  makes  it  a  serious  question 
whether  it  is  not  simply  contrary  to  reason  that  it  should 
be  dispensed  with  in  an  enquiry  like  the  present. 

[(a)  In  the  1st  century  then, — it  has  been  already  shoi^n 
(at  page  463)  that  Ignatius  (a.d.  90)  probably  recognized 
the  reading  before  us  in  three  places.] 

[(&)  The  brief  but  significant  testimony  of  Barnabas  will 
be  found  in  the  same  page.] 

[(c)  In  the  Ilnd  century, — HirroLYTUS  [a.d.  190]  (as  was 
explained  at  page  463,)  twice  comes  forward  as  a  witness  on 
the  same  side.] 

[(d)  In  the  Ilird  century, — Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  (if 


*  Viz.  from  p.  431  to  p.  47H.  "  ISee  above,  pp.  4G2-4. 
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it  be  indeed  he)  has  been  already  shown  (at  page  463)  pro- 
bably to  testify  to  the  reading  6€09  i<l>au€pa>0fj.] 

[(e)  To  the  same  century  is  referred  the  work  entitled 
CoNSTiTUTiONES  AposTOLiCiE :  which  soems  also  to  witness  to 
the  same  reading.    See  above,  p.  463.] 

[(/)  Basil  the  Great  also  [a.d.355],  as  will  be  found 
explained  at  page  464,  must  be  held  to  witness  to  Oeo? 
i<t>av€p<oOij  in  1  Tim.  iii.  16 :  though  his  testimony,  like  that 
of  the  five  names  which  go  before,  being  open  to  cavil,  is  not 
here  insisted  on.] — And  now  to  get  upon  terra  firma. 

(1)  To  the  Ilird  century  then  [a.d.  264  ?],  belongs  the 
Epistle  ascribed  to  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  (spoken  of 
above,  at  pj^es  461-2,)  in  which  1  Tim.  iii.  16  is  distinctly 
quoted  in  the  same  way. 

(2)  In  the  next,  (the  IVth)  century,  unequivocal  Patristic 
witnesses  to  ©eo?  i<f>av€p<oOij  abound.  Foremost  is  Didymus, 
who  presided  over  the  Catechetical  School  of  Alexandria, — 
the  teacher  of  Jerome  and  Sufinus.  Bom  A.D.  309,  and 
becoming  early  famous,  he  clearly  witnesses  to  what  was  the 
reading  of  the  first  quarter  of  the  IVth  century.  His  tes- 
timony has  been  set  forth  at  page  456. 

(3)  Gregory,  bishop  of  Nazla.nzus  [a.d.  355],  a  con- 
temporary of  Basil,  in  two  places  is  found  to  bear  similar 
witness.     See  above  page  457. 

(4)  DiODORUS,  (or  '  Theodorus '  as  Photius  writes  his 
name,)  the  teacher  of  Chrysostom, — first  of  Antioch,  after* 
wards  the  heretical  bishop  of  Tarsus  in  Cilicia, — ^is  next  to 
be  cited  [a.d.  370].  His  testimony  is  given  above  at  pages 
458-9. 
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(5)  The  next  is  perhaps  our  most  illustrious  witness, — viz. 
Gregory,  bishop  of  Nyssa  in  Cappadocia  [ad.  370].  Re- 
ferences to  at  least  twenty-tvx>  places  of  his  writings  have 
been  already  given  at  page  456. 

(6)  Scarcely  less  important  than  the  last-named  Father, 
is  Chrysostom  [a.d.  380],  first  of  Antioch, — afterwards 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople, — who  in  three  places  wit- 
nesses plainly  to  ©eo?  iiJHivepdffrf.     See  above,  page  457. 

(7)  And  to  this  century,  (not  later  certainly  than  the  last 
half  of  it,)  is  to  be  referred  the  title  of  that  /c€it>aXaiop,  or 
chapter,  of  St.  Paul's  First  Epistle  to  Timothy  which  con- 
tains chap.  iii.  16, — (indeed,  which  begim  with  it,)  viz.  Uepl 
delaf;  a'apK(o(r€(o<;.  Very  eloquently  does  that  title  witness  to 
the  fact  that  deo?  was  the  estabUshed  reading  of  the  place 
under  discussion,  before  either  cod.  B  or  cod.  M  was  pro- 
duced.    See  above,  pages  457-8. 

(8)  In  the  Vth  century, — besides  the  Codex  Alexan- 
DRINUS  (cod.  A,)  concerning  which  so  much  has  been  said 
already  (page  431  to  page  437), — we  are  able  to  appeal  for 
the  reading  06O9  i^v€pa>dr),  to, 

(9)  Cyril,  Archbishop  of  Alexandria,  [a.d.  410,]  who  in 
at  least  two  places  witnesses  to  it  unequivocally.  See  above, 
pp.  464  to  470.     So  does, 

(10)  Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus  in  Syria,  [a.d.  420]: 
who,  in  at  least  four  places,  (see  above,  page  456)  renders 
unequivocal  and  important  witness  on  the  same  side 

(11)  Next,  the  Anonymous  Author  claims  notice  [ad. 
430],  whose  composition  is  found  in  the  Appendix  to  the 
works  of  Athanasius.     See  above,  page  475. 
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(12)  You  will  be  anxious  to  see  your  friend  Euthalius, 
BISHOP  OF  SuLCA,  duly  recognized  in  this  enumeration.  He 
comes  next  [a.d.  458.]  The  discussion  concerning  him  will 
be  found  above,  at  page  459  to  page  461. 

(13)  Macedonius  XL,  Patriarch  of  CP.  [a.d.  496]  must  of 
necessity  be  mentioned  here,  as  I  have  very  fully  explained 
at  page  470  to  page  474. 

(14)  To  the  Vlth  century  belongs  the  Georgian  Version, 
as  already  noted  at  page  454. 

(15)  And  hither  is  to  be  referred  the  testimony  of 
Severus,  bishop  of  Antioch  [a.d.  512],  which  has  been 
already  particularly  set  down  at  page  458. 

(16)  To  the  Vllth  century  [a.d.  616]  belongs  the  Hark- 
LEIAN  (or  Philoxenian)  Version ;  concerning  which,  see  above, 
page  450.  "  That  0€O9  was  the  reading  of  the  manuscripts 
from  which  this  Version  was  made,  is  put  beyond  reach  of  doubt 
by  the  fact  that  in  twelve  of  the  other  places  where  evaifieia 
occurs,^  the  words  |A-i*kj  Zo;.k£i»  ('  beatUy-of-fear  *)  are 
found  vrithotU  the  addition  of  |Ol-L  ('  God').  It  is  noteworthy, 
that  on  the  thirteenth  occasion  (1  Tim.  ii  2),  where  the 
Peschito  reads  'fear  of  GoD,'  the  Harkleian  reads  'fear' 
only.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Harkleian  margin  of  Acts 
iii.  12  expressly  states  that  eva-efieia  is  the  Greek  equivalent 
of  IALm^  2o*h^l»  ('  heauty-of-fear ').  This  eflfectually  esta- 
blishes the  fact  that  the  author  of  the  Harkleian  recension 
foimd  ^€0^  in  his  Greek  manuscript  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16."  * 


>  Viz.  Acts  iii.  12 ;  1  Tim.  iv.  7,  8 ;  1^.3,5,6;  2  Tim.  iii.  6 ;  Titi.l; 
2  Pet.  i.  3,  6,  7  ;  iii.  11. 
'  From  tho  friend  whose  help  is  acknowledged  at  foot  of  pp.  450,  481. 
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(17)  In  the  Vlllth  century,  John  Damascene  [a.d.  730J 
pre-eminently  claims  attention.  He  is  tvrice  a  witness  for 
Seo^  iifkivepiidv^  as  was  explained  at  page  457. 

(18)  Next  to  be  mentioned  is  Ehphanius,  deacon  of 
Catana;  whose  memorable  testimony  at  the  2nd  Nicene 
Council  [ad.  787]  has  been  set  down  above,  at  page  475. 
And  then, 

(19)  Theodorus  Studita  of  CP.  [a.d.  790], — concerning 
whom,  see  above,  at  pages  475-6. 

(20),  (21)  and  (22).  To  the  IXth  century  belong  the 
three  remaining  uncial  codices,  which  alike  witness  to  Seo^ 
€<l>av€pwOfj  iv  aapici : — viz.  the  '  CoD.  MOSQUENSIB '  (k)  ;  the 

'  Cod.  Angelicus  '  (l)  ;  and  the  '  Cod.  Porphyrianus  '  (p). 

(23)  The  Slavonic  Version  belongs  to  the  same  century, 
and  exhibits  the  same  reading. 

(24)  Hither  also  may  be  referred  several  ancient  Scholia 
which  all  witness  to  @609  iif>ai/€pd}0f)  iv  aapxi^  as  I  explained 
at  page  476. 

(25)  To  the  Xth  century  belongs  (Ecumenius  [a.d.  990], 
who  is  also  a  witness  on  the  same  side.     See  page  476. 

(26)  To  the  Xlth  century,  Theophylact  [a.d.  1077],  who 
bears  express  testimony  to  the  same  reading.    See  page  476. 

(27)  To  the  Xllth  century,  Euthymius  [ad.  1116],  who 
closes  the  list  with  his  approving  verdict.    See  page  476. 

And  thus  we  reach  a  period  when  there  awaits  us  a  mass 
of  testimony  which  transports  us  back  (per  saUwm)  to  the 
Church's  palmiest  days;  testimony,  which  rightly  under- 
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stood,  is  absolutely  decisive  of  the  point  now  under  dis- 
cussion. I  allude  to  the  testimony  of  every  known  copy  of 
S.  Paul's  Epistles  except  the  three,  or  four,  already  specified, 
viz,  D  of  S.  Paul ;  K,  17,  and  perhaps  73.  A  few  words  on 
this  last  head  of  Evidence  may  not  be  without  the  grace  of 
novelty  even  to  yourself.  They  are  supplementary  to  what 
has  already  been  offered  on  the  same  subject  from  page  443 
to  page  446. 

The  copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  (in  cursive  writing) 
supposed  to  exist  in  European  libraries, — not  including 
those  in  the  monasteries  of  Greece  and  the  Levant,* — amount 
to  at  least  302.*  Out  of  this  number,  2  are  fabulous:* — 
1  has  been  destroyed  by  fire  :* — and  6  have  strayed  into 
unknown  localities.'  Add,  that  37  (for  various  reasons)  are 
said  not  to  contain  the  verse  in  question;*   while  of  2,  I 


'  Scholz  enumerates  8  of  these  copies:  Coxe,  15.  But  there  must 
exist  a  vast  many  more ;  as,  at  M.  Athos,  in  the  convent  of  S.  Catharino, 
at  Meteora,  &c,  &c. 

'  In  explanation  of  this  statement,  the  reader  is  invited  to  refer  to  the 
Appendix  at  the  end  of  the  present  volume.  [Since  the  foregoing  \9ords 
have  heen  in  print  1  have  obtained  from  Rome  tidings  of  about  34  more 
copies  of  S.  Paul*s  Epistles;  raising  the  present  total  to  336.  The 
known  copies  of  the  book  called  '  Apostolus '  now  amount  to  127.] 

^  Viz.  Paul  61  (see  Scrivener's  Introdvction^  3rd  ed.  p.  251):  and 
Paul  181  (see  above,  at  pp.  444-5). 

«  Viz.  Paul  248,  at  Strasburg. 

*  Viz.  Paul  8  (see  Scrivener's  Introduction):  15  (which  is  not  in 
the  University  library  at  Louvain):  50  and  51  (in  Scrivener's  Intro- 
duction) :  209  and  210  (which,  I  find  on  repeated  enquiry,  are  no  longer 
preserved  in  the  Colle^o  Romano;  nor,  since  the  suppression  of  the 
Jesuits,  is  any  one  able  to  tell  what  has  become  of  them). 

•  Viz.  Paul  42 :  63  :  64 :  58  (  To*.  165,— from  Sig.  Cozza-Luzi) :  60  : 
64:  66:  76:  82:  89:  118:  119:  124:  127:  146:  147:  148:  152:  160: 
161 :  162 :  163 :  172 :  187 :  191 :  202 :  214 :  226  (Milan  N.  272  «tfp., 
—from  Dr.  Ceriani) :  259 :  263 :  271 :  275 :  284  (Modena  IT.  a.  13,— from 
Sig.  Cappilli  [Acts,  195 — see  Appendix]):  286  (Milan  b.  2  inf. — from 
Dr.  Ceriani  {see  Appendix]) :  287  (MUan  a.  241  it\f, — from  Dr.  Ceriani 
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have  been  hitherto  unsuccessful  in  obtaining  any  account  :* — 
and  it  will  be  seen  that  the  sum  of  the  available  cursive 
copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  is  exactly  254. 

Now,  that  2  of  these  254  cursive  copies  (viz.  Paul  17 
and  73) — exhibit  09, — you  have  been  so  eager  (at  pp.  71-2  of 
your  pamphlet)  to  establish,  that  I  am  unwilling  to  do  more 
than  refer  you  back  to  pages  443,-4,-5,  where  a  few  words 
have  been  already  offered  in  reply.  Permit  me,  however,  to 
submit  to  your  consideration,  as  a  set-off  against  those  two 
copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  which  read  09,— the  following 
ttuo-hundred  and  Jifty-ttoo  copies  which  read  Bco^.'    To  speak 


[we  Appendix]) :  293  {Crypta  Ferrata^  A.  /3.  vi. — from  the  Hieromouachus 
A.  Rocchi  [see  Appetidix]) :  302  (Berlin,  MS.  Qrmc  8vo.  No.  9. — fit)m 
Dr.  C.  de  Boor  [see  Appendix^. 

^  Viz.  Fftul  254  (restored  to  GP.,  see  Scrivener's  Introduction): 
and  Paul  261  (Muralt's  8 :  Petrop.  xi.  1.  2.  330). 

'  I  found  the  reading  of  150  copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  at  1  Tim. 
iii.  16,  ascertained  ready  to  my  hand, — chiefly  the  result  of  the  labours 
of  Mill,  Kuster,  Walker,  Berriman,  Birch,  Matthaei,  Scholz,  Reiche, 
and  Scrivener.  The  following  102  1  am  enabled  to  contribute  to  the 
number, — thanks  to  the  many  fnendly  helpers  whose  names  follow : — 

In  the  Vatican  (Abbate  Cozza-Luzi,  keeper  of  the  library,  whoee 
friendly  forwardness  and  enlightened  zeal  I  cannot  sufficiently  ac- 
knowledge. See  the  Appendix)  No.  186,  186,  196,  204,  207,  294,  296, 
296,  297.— Propaganda  (Dr.  Beyer)  No.  92.— Cbypta  Ferrata  (the 
Hieromouachus  A.  Rocchi.  See  the  Appendix^  No.  290,  291,  292. — 
Venice  (Sig.  Veludo)  No.  215. — Milan  (Dr.  Ceriani,  the  most  learned 
and  helpful  of  friends,)  No.  173, 174,  175, 176,  223,  288,  289.— Fkrrara, 
(Sig.  Gennari)  No.  222.— Modena  (Sig.  Cappilli)  No.  285.— Bologna 
(Sig.  Gardiani)  No.  105.— Turin  (Sig.  Gorresio)  No.  165, 168.— Florence 
(Dr.  Anziani)  No.  182,  226,  239.— Messina  (Papas  Filippo  Matranga. 
See  the  Appendix;)  No.  216,  283.— Palermo  (Sig.  Penerino)  Na  217.— 
The  EscuRiAL  (S.  Herbert  Capper,  Esq.,  of  the  British  Legation.  He 
executed  a  difficult  task  with  rare  ability,  at  the  instance  of  his  Exoellency, 
Sir  Robert  Morier,  who  is  requested  to  accept  this  expression  of  my 
thanks,)  No.  228,  229. — Paris  (M.  Wescher,  who  is  as  obliging  as  he  la 
learned  in  this  department,)  No.  16,  65, 136, 142, 150, 151, 154, 155, 156, 
157,  164.— <L'Abbe  Martin.    See  the  Appendix)  No.  282.     Arsenal 
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with  perfect  accuracy, — 4  of  these  (252)  exhibit  6  06O9 
iifMvepfoOff  ;* — 1,  &9  ©eo? ;'— and  247,  ©ed?  absolutely.  The 
numbers  follow : — 

1.  2.      3.      4.  5.       6.      7.      9.     10.     11.     12. 

13.  14.     16.     18.  19.     20.     21.     22.     23.     24.     25. 

26.    27.     28.     29.    30.     31.     32.     33.     34.     35.     36. 

37.  38.     39.    40.  41.    43.    44.    45.    46.    47.    48. 

49.  52.     55.     56.  57.     59.     62.     63.    65.     67.     68. 

69.  70.    71.    72.  74.    75.    77.    78.    79.    80.    81. 

83.  84.     85.     86.  87.     88.    90.    91.    92.     93.     94. 

95.  96.     97.     98.  99.  100.  101.  102.  103.  104.  105. 

106.  107.  108.  109.  110.  111.  112.  113.  114.  115.  116. 

117.  120.  121.  122.  123.  125.  126.  128.  129.  130.  131. 

132.  133.  134.  135.  136.  137.  138.  139.  140.  141.  142. 

143.  144  145.  149.  150.  151.  153.  154.  155.  156.  157. 

158.  159.  164.  165.  166.  167.  168.  169.  170.  171.  173. 

174.  175.  176.  177.  178.  179.  180.  182.  183.  184  185. 

186.  188.  189.  190.  192.  193.  194  195.  196.  197.  198. 

199.  200.  201.  203.  204  205.  206.  207.  208.  211.  212. 


(M.  Thierry)  No.  130.— S.  Genevieve  (M.  Denis)  No.  247.— Poictiebs 
(M.  Dartige)  No.  276.— Berlin  (Dr.  C.  de  Boor)  No.  220,  298,  299, 
300,  301. — Dresden  (Dr.  Forstemann)  No.  237. — Munich  (Dr.  Laub- 
mann)  No.  55,  125,  126,  128.— Gottingen  (Dr.  Lagarde)  No.  243.— 
Wolfenbuttel  (Dr.  von  Heinemann)  No.  74,  241. — Basle  (Mons. 
.8ieber)No.  7. — Upsala  (Dr.  Belsheim)  No.  273,274. — Linooping  (the 
same)  No.  272. — Zurich  (Dr.  Escher)  No.  56. — Prebendary  Scrivener 
verified  for  me  Taul  252:  253:  255:  256:  257:  258:  260:  264:  265: 
277. — Rev.  T.  Randell,  has  verified  No.  13. — Alex.  Peckover,  Esq., 
No.  278.— Personally,  I  have  inspected  No.  24 :  34 :  62 :  63 :  224 :  227 : 
234:  235:  236:  240:  242:  249:  250:  251:  262:  266:  267:  268: 
269  :  270 :  279 :  280 :  281. 

*  Viz.  Paul  37  (the  Codex  Leicest,  69  of  the  Gospels) :— Paul  85  (Vat. 
1136),  observed  by  Abbate  Cozza-Luzi: — ^Paul  93  (Naples  1.  b.  12) 
which  is  83  of  the  Acts, — noticed  by  Birch : — Paul  175  (Ambros.  f.  125 
sup.)  at  Milan ;  as  I  learn  from  Dr.  Ceriani.    See  above,  p.  456  note  Q), 

■  Viz.  Paul  282, — concerning  which,  see  above,  p.  474,  note  Q). 
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213.  215.  216.  217.  218.^219.  220.  221.  222.  223.  224. 

226.  227.  228.  229.  230.  231.  232.  233.  234.  235.  236. 

237.  238.  239.  240.  241.  242.  243.  244  245.  246.  247. 

249.  250.  251.  252.  253.  255.  256.  257.  258.  260.  262. 

264  265.  266.  267.  268.  269.  270.  272.  273.  274.  276. 

277.  278.  279.  280.  281.  282.»283.  285.  288.  289.  290. 

291.  292.  294  295.  296.  297.  298.  299.  300.  301. 

Behold  then  the  provision  which  the  Author  of  Scripture 
has  made  for  the  effectual  conservation  in  its  integrity  of  this 
portion  of  His  written  Word !  Upwards  of  eighteen  hundred 
years  have  run  their  course  since  the  Holy  Ghost  by  His 
servant,  Paul,  rehearsed  the  '  mystery  of  Godliness  ;'  declaring 
this  to  be  the  great  foundation-fact, — namely,  that  *  God  was 
MANIFESTED  IN  THE  FLESH.'  And  lo,  out  of  titx)  hundred  and 
fifty-four  copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles  no  less  than  two  hundred 
and  fifty-two  axe  discovered  to  have  preserved  that  expression. 
Such  '  Consent '  amounts  to  Unanimity ;  and,  (as  I  explained 
at  pp.  454-5,)  unanimity  in  this  subject-matter,  is  conclusive. 

The  copies  of  which  we  speak,  (you  are  requested  to  ob- 
serve,) were  produced  in  every  part  of  ancient  Christendom, — 
being  derived  in  every  instance  from  copies  older  than  them- 
selves; which  again  were  transcripts  of  copies  older  stUl. 
They  have  since  found  their  way,  without  design  or  con- 
trivance, into  the  libraries  of  every  country  of  Europe, — 
where,  for  hundreds  of  years  they  have  been  jealously 
guarded.  And, — (I  repeat  the  question  already  hazarded  at 
pp.   445-6,    and  now  respectfully  propose  it  to  you,   my 


*  The  present  locality  of  this  codex  (Evan.  421  =  Acts  176  =  Paul  218) 
is  unknown.  The  only  Greek  codices  in  the  public  library  of  the 
*  Seminario '  at  Syracuse  are  an  *  Evst.'  and  an  *  Apost.*  (which  I  aumber 
respectively  362  and  113).  My  authority  for  ^€w  in  Paul  218,  is  Birch 
[Prcleg,  p.  xcviii.],  to  whom  Hunter  communicated  his  ooilatioos. 

'  For  the  ensuing  codices,  see  the  Appendix. 
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lord  Bishop ;  requesting  you  at  your  convenience  to  favour 
me  publicly  with  an  answer ;) — For  what  conceivable  reason 
can  this  multitude  of  witnesses  be  supposed  to  have  entered 
into  a  wicked  conspiracy  to  deceive  mankind  ? 

True,  that  no  miracle  has  guarded  the  sacred  Text  in  this, 
or  in  any  other  place.  On  the  other  hand,  for  the  last  150 
years,  Unbelief  has  been  carping  resolutely  at  this  grand 
proclamation  of  the  Divinity  of  Chbist, — in  order  to  prove 
that  not  this,  but  some  other  thing,  it  must  have  been, 
which  the  Apostle  wrote.  And  yet  (as  I  have  fully  shown) 
the  result  of  all  the  evidence  procurable  is  to  establish  that 
the  Apostle  must  be  held  to  have  written  no  other  thing 
but  this. 

To  the  overwhelming  evidence  thus  furnished  by  252  out 
of  254  cursive  Copies  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles, — is  to  be  added 
the  evidence  supplied  by  the  Lectionaries,  It  has  been  already 
explained  (viz.  at  pp.  477-8)  that  out  of  32  copies  of  the 
*  Apostolus,'  29  concur  in  witnessing  to  ©eo?.  I  have  just 
(May  7th)  heard  of  another  in  the  Vatican.^  To  these  30, 
should  be  added  the  3  Liturgical  codices  referred  to  at  pp. 
448  and  474,  note  (*).  Now  this  is  emphatically  the  voice 
of  ancient  Ecclesiastical  Tradition.  The  numerical  result  of 
our  entire  enquiry,  proves  therefore  to  be  briefly  this : — 

(I.)  In  1  Timothy  iii.  16,  the  reading  0€O9  iiJMvepddr)  iv 
aapKi,  is  witnessed  to  by  289  Manuscripts  :* — ^by  3  Ver- 
sions :' — by  upwards  of  20  Greek  Fathers.* 


*  Vat.  2068  (Basil.  107),— which  I  number  *  Apost.  115 '  (see  Appendix.) 
■  Viz.  by  4  uncials  (a,  k,  l,  p),  +  (247  Paul  +  31  Apost.  =)  278  cursive 

manuscripts  reading  ecds :  +  4  (Paul)  reading  6  Qtw :  +  2  (1  Paul,  1  Aix)st.) 
reading  ts  et6s :  +  1  (Apost.)  reading  Ob  =  289.  (See  above,  pp.  473-4 :  478.) 

*  The  Harkleian  (see  pp.  450,  489):  the  Georgian,  and  the  Slavonic 
(p.  454). 

*  See  above,  pp.  487-490, — which  is  the  summary  of  what  will  be 
found  more  largely  delivered  from  page  455  to  ^mge  476. 
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(IL)  The  reading  o  (in  place  of  ©co^)  is  supported  by  a 
single  MS.  (d)  : — by  5  ancient  Versions  :* — by  2  late  Greek 
Fathers.' 

(IIL)  The  reading  09  (also  in  place  of  Bw)  is  conntenanced 
by  6  Manuscripts  in  all  (k,  Paul  17,  73 :  Apost  12, 85,  86) : — 
by  (ndy  one  Version  for  certain  (viz.  the  Gothic  *)  : — not  far 
certain  by  a  single  Oreek  Father.* 

I  will  not  repeat  the  remarks  I  made  before  on  a  general 
survey  of  the  evidence  in  favour  of  89  i^vepwOtf:  but  I 
must  request  you  to  refer  back  to  those  remarks,  now  that 
we  have  reached  the  end  of  the  entire  discussion.  They 
extend  from  the  middle  of  p.  483  to  the  bottom  of  p.  485. 

The  unhappy  Logic  which,  on  a  survey  of  what  goes 
before,  can  first  persuade  itself,  and  then  seek  to  persuade 
others,  that  ©€09  is  a  ** plain  and  clear  error;'*  and  that 
there  is  **  decidedly  preponderating  evidence,**  in  favour  of 
reading  09  in  1  Timothy  iii.  16 ; — must  needs  be  of  a  sort 
with  which  I  neither  have,  nor  desire  to  have,  any  acquaint- 
ance. I  commend  the  case  between  you  and  myself  to  the 
judgment  of  Mankind ;  and  trust  you  are  able  to  await  the 
common  verdict  with  the  same  serene  confidence  as  I  am. 

Will  you  excuse  me  if  I  venture,  in  the  homely  vernacular, 
to  assure  you  that  in  your  present  contention  you  '  have  not 
a  leg  to  stand  upon '  ?  "  Moreover "  (to  quote  from  your 
own  pamphlet  [p.  76],)  "  this  case  is  of  great  importance  as  an 
example"  You  made  deliberate  choice  of  it  in  order  to  con- 
vict me  of  error.  I  have  accepted  your  challenge,  you  sea 
Let  the  present,  by  all  means,  be  regarded  by  the  public  as 


*  See  above,  pp.  448-453:  also  p.  479.        •  See  above,  pp.  479-48a 
'  See  above,  pp.  452-3.  *  See  above»  pp.  482»  48SI 
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a  trial-place, — a  test  of  our  respective  methods,  yours  and 
mine.     I  cheerfully  abide  the  issue. 

(p)  Internal  evidence /or  reading  0€O9  iffxtueptodtf  in 
1  Tim.  iii.  16,  dbsoltUely  overwhelming. 

In  all  that  precedes,  I  have  abstained  from  pleading 
the  probabilities  of  the  case;  and  for  a  sufficient  reason. 
Men's  notions  of  what  is  *  probable  *  are  observed  to  differ 
so  seriously.  *  Facile  intelligitur '  (says  Wetstein)  *  lectiones 
09  et  6609  esse  interpretamenta  pronominis  o:  sed  nee  o 
nee  09  posse  esse  interpretamentum  vocis  ©609/  Now,  I 
should  have  thought  that  the  exact  reverse  is  as  clear  as 
the  day.  What  more  obvious  than  that  ©C,  by  exhibiting 
indistinctly  either  of  its  delicate  horizontal  strokes,  (and 
they  were  often  so  traced  as  to  be  scarcely  discernible,^)  would 
become  mistaken  for  oc  ?  What  more  natural  again  than 
that  the  masculine  relative  should  be  forced  into  agreement 
with  its  neuter  antecedent?  Why,  tJie  thing  has  actually 
happened  at  Coloss.  i.  27 ;  where  'ox  iari  XptoT<i9  has  been 
altered  into  o,  only  because  fiiHm^piov  is  the  antecedent. 
But  waiving  this,  the  internal  evidence  in  favour  of  ©€09 
must  surely  be  admitted  to  be  overwhelming,  by  all  save 
one  determined  that  the  reading  shall  be  09  or  o.  I  trust  we 
are  at  least  agreed  that  the  maxim  *  prodivi  lectioni  preestat 
ardua,'  does  not  enunciate  so  foolish  a  proposition  as  that 
in  choosing  between  two  or  more  conflicting  readings,  we 
are  to  prefer  that  one  wliich  has  the  feeblest  external 
attestation, — provided  it  be  but  in  itself  almost  unin- 
teUigible  ? 

And  yet,  in  the  present  instance, — How  (give  me  leave  to 
ask)  will  you  translate?    To  those  who  acquiesce  in  the 


^  See  above,  page  486,  and  middle  of  page  439. 
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notion  that  the  /leya  fivari^piov  rrj^  evae^eia^  means  our 
Saviour  Christ  Himself,  (consider  Coloss.  i.  27,)  it  is  obvious 
to  translate  '  who :'  yet  how  harsh,  or  rather  how  intolerable 
is  this !  I  should  have  thought  that  there  could  be  no  real 
doubt  that  *the  mystery'  here  spoken  of  must  needs  l>e 
that  complex  exhibition  of  Divine  condescension  wliich 
the  Apostle  proceeds  to  rehearse  in  outline :  and  of  wliicli 
the  essence  is  that  it  was  very  and  eternal  God  who  was  the 
subject  of  the  tiunsaction.  Those  who  see  this,  and  yet 
adopt  the  reading  09,  are  obliged  to  refer  it  to  the  remote 
antecedent  ©eo?.  You  do  not  advocate  this  view :  neither 
do  I.  For  reasons  of  their  own,  Alford  ^  and  lightfoot  *  both 
translate  *  w?io.' 

Tregelles  (who  always  shows  to  least  advantage  when  a 
point  of  taste  or  scholarship  is  under  discussion)  proposes  to 
render : — 

*'  He  who  was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  (he  who)  was  justified 
in  the  spirit,  (he  who)  was  seen  by  angels,  (he  who)  was 
preached  among  Gentiles,  (he  who)  was  believed  on  in  the 
world,  (he  who)  was  received  up  in  glory."^ 

I  question  if  his  motion  will  find  a  sewnder.  You  your- 
self lay  it  down  magisterially  that  09  "  is  not  emphatic  (*  He 
who,'  &c.) :  nor,  by  a  constructio  ad  sensum,  is  it  the  relative 
to  fivarrjpiov 'y  but  is  a  relative  to  an  omitted  though 
easily  recognized  antecedent,  viz.  Christ."  You  add  that  it 
is  not  improbable  "that  the  words  are  quoted  from  some 
known  hymn,  or  probably  from  some  familiar  Confession  of 
Faith'*  Accordingly,  in  your  Commentary  you  venture  to 
exhibit  the  words  within  inverted  commas  as  a  quotoMon : — 
"  And  confessedly  great  is  the  mystery  of  godliness :  '  who 


>  See  his  long  and  singular  note.  *  Frefih  Revision,  p.  27. 

»  Printed  Text,  p.  231. 
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was  manifested  in  the  flesh,  justified  in  the  spirit/  "  &c.,* — 
for  which  you  are  without  warrant  of  any  kind,  and  which 
you  have  no  right  to  do.  Westcott  and  Hort  (the  *  chartered 
libertines ')  are  even  more  licentious.  Acting  on  their  own 
suggestion  that  these  clauses  are  '  a  quotation  from  an  early 
Christian  hymn*  they  proceed  to  print  the  conclusion  of 
1  Tim.  iii.  16  stichometrically,  as  if  it  were  a  six-line  stanza. 

This  notwithstanding,  the  Eevising  body  have  adopted  '  He 
who,'  as  the  rendering  of  09;  a  mistaken  rendering  as  it 
seems  to  me,  and  (I  am  glad  to  learn)  to  yourself  also. 
Their  translation  is  quite  a  curiosity  in  its  way.  I  proceed 
to  transcribe  it : — 

"  He  who  was  manifested  in  the  fle^h,  justified  in  the  spirit, 
seen  of  angels,  preached  among  the  nations,  believed  on  in  the 
world,  received  up  in  glory." 

But  this  does  not  even  pretend  to  be  a  sentence :  nor  do  I 
understand  what  the  proposed  construction  is.  Any  arrange- 
ment which  results  in  making  the  six  clauses  last  quoted 
part  of  the  subject,  and  'great'  the  predicate  of  one  long 
proposition, — is  unworthy. — Bentley's  wild  yemedy  testifies 
far  more  eloquently  to  liis  distress  than  to  nis  aptitude  for 
revising  the  text  of  Scripture.  He  suggests, — "  Christ  was 
put  to  death  in  the  flesh,  justified  in  the  spirit,  ....  seen  by 
Apostles.**^ — "  According  to  the  ancient  view,"  (says  the  Eev. 
T.  S.  Green,)  "  the  sense  would  be :  '  and  confessedly  great 
is  the  mystery  of  godliness  [in  the  person  of  him],  who 
[mystery  notwithstanding]  was  manifested  in  the  flesh, 
&c.* "  ^  . . . .  But,  with  submission,  "  the  ancient  view  "  was 
not  this.      The  Latins, — calamitously  shut  up  within  the 


*  P.  226. 

'  '  Forte  fivarripiov  *  6  xf  fBavar^iSrf  tv  aapKi  .  .  .  cV  irvrvfuirt,  «S^^ 
dnoarSkois/ — Bentleii  CriHca  Sacra,  p.  67. 
'  Developed  Oriticiitn^  p.  160. 
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limits  of  their  'pietatis  sacramentum,  quod^ — arc  found  to 
have  habitually  broken  away  from  that  iron  bondage,  and  to 
have  discoursed  of  our  Saviour  Christ,  as  being  Himself  the 
'sacramentum'  spoken  of.  The  'sacramentum,'  in  their 
view,  was  the  incarnate  Word.^ — Not  so  t^e  GreekJP^thers. 
These  all,  without  exception,  understood  S.  Paul  to  say, — 
what  Ecclesiastical  Tradition  hath  all  down  the  ages  faithfully 
attested,  and  what  to  this  hour  the  copies  of  his  Epistles 
prove  that  he  actually  wrote, — viz.  "  And  confessedly  great  is 
the  mystery  of  godliness : — GoD  was  manifested  in  the  flesh, 
justifed  in  the  spirit,^'  and  so  on.  Moreover  this  is  the  view 
of  the  matter  in  which  all  the  learning  and  all  the  piety 
of  the  English  Church  has  thankfully  acquiesced  for  the  last 
350  years.  It  has  commended  itself  to  Andrewes  and 
Pearson,  Bull  and  Hammond,  Hall  and  Stillingfleet,  Ussher 
and  Beveridge,  Mill  and  Bengel,  Waterland  and  Berriman. 
The  enumeration  of  names  is  easily  brought  down  to  our 
own  times.  Dr.  Henderson,  (the  learned  non-conformist 
commentator,)  in  1830  published  a  volume  with  the  follow- 
ing title : — 

*Tbe  great  mystery  of  godliness  incontrovertible:  or.  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  and  the  Socinians  foiled  in  the  attempt  to  prove  a 
corruption  in  the  text  1  Tim.  iii.  16  :  containing  a  review  of  the 


'  Thus  Augustine  (viii.  828  f.)  paraphrases, — *  In  came  manifestatus 
est  FUiius  Dei.' — And  Marius  Victorinus,  a.d.  390  (ap.  Galland.  viii. 
161), — '  Hoc  enim  est  magnum  sacramentum,  quod  Deus  exanimavU  semet 
ipsum  cum  esset  in  Dei  form4C  ^fuit  ergo  antequam  esset  in  came,  aed 
manifestatum  dixit  in  earned — And  Fulgentius,  a.d.  513,  thus  expands 
the  text  (ap.  Galland.  xi.  232) : — *  quia  scilicet  Verbum  quod  in  principio 
eraJty  et  apud  Deum  erat,  et  Deus  er€U,  id  est  Dei  unigenitus  Filius,  Dki 
virtus  et  sapientui,  per  quern  et  in  quo  facta  sunt  omnia, . . .  idem  Deus 
unigenitus,^  &c.  &c. — And  Ferrandus,  a.d.  356  (tbid.  p.  356) : — *  ita  pro 
redemtione  humani  generis  humanam  naturam  credimus  suscepisse,  ut  iUe 
qui  Trinitate  per/ecta  Deus  unigenitus  permanebat  ae  permanet,  ipse  ex 
Maria  fieret  primogenitus  in  multis/ratribuu,*  &c. 
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charges  brought  againBt  the  passage;  an  examination  of  the 
varions  readings;  and  a  confirmation  of  that  in  the  received 
text  on  principles  of  general  cmd  biblical  criticism.' 

And, — to  turn  one's  eyes  in  quite  a  diflferent  direction, — 
'  Veruntamen,'  wrote  venerable  President  Eouth,  at  the  end 
of  a  life-long  critical  study  of  Holy  Writ, — (and  his  days  were 
prolonged  till  he  reached  his  hundredth  year,) — 

*  Veruntamen,  quidquid  ex  sacri  textiis  historia,  illnd  vero 
baud  certum,  critici  collegerunt,  me  tamen  interna  cogunt  argu- 
menta  pneferre  lectionem  ©cos,  quem  quidem  agnoscunt  veteres 
interpretes,  Theodoretus  C8Bterique,  duabus  alteris  os  et  o.*^ 

And  here  I  bring  my  Dissertation  on  1  Tim.  iii.  16  to  a 
close.  It  began  at  p.  424,  and  I  little  thought  would  extend 
to  seventy-six  pages.  Let  it  be  clearly  understood  that  I  rest 
my  contention  not  at  all  on  Internal,  but  entirely  on  External 
Evidence ;  although,  to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  they  are 
alike  conclusive  as  to  the  matter  in  debate. — Having  now 
incontrovertibly,  as  I  believe,  established  eEo's  as  the  best 
attested  Heading  of  the  place, — I  shall  conclude  the  present 
Letter  as  speedily  as  I  can. 

(1)    "  Composition  of  the  Body  which  is  responsible  for  the 

'  New  Greek  Te^d! '" 

There  remains,  I  believe,  but  one  head  of  discourse  into 
which  I  have  not  yet  followed  you.  I  allude  to  your  "  few 
words  about  the  composition  of  the  body  which  is  responsible 
for  the  '  New  Greek  Text,'  "^ — which  extend  from  the  latter 
part  of  p.  29  to  the  beginning  of  p.  32  of  your  pamphlet. 
"  Among  the  sixteen  most  regidar  attendants  at  your  meet- 
ings," (you  say)  "  were  to  be  found  most  of  those  persons  who 


*  MS,  note  in  his  interleaved  copy  of  the  N,  T,  He  adds,  *  Haec 
addenda  posui  Notis  ad  S.  Hippolytum  contra  Noetum  p.  93,  vol.  L  Scriptor* 
Ecdesiast,  Opusculorum,*  *  Page  29. 
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were  presumably  best  acquainted  with  the  subject  of  Textual 
Criticism."*  And  with  this  insinuation  that  you  had  "all 
the  talents  "  with  you,  you  seek  to  put  me  down. 

But  (as  you  truly  say)  "the  number  of  living  Schol€Us 
in  England  who  have  connected  their  names  with  the  study 
of  the  Textual  Criticism  of  the  New  Testament  is  exceed 
ingly  small."  '  And,  "  of  that  exceedingly  small  number," 
you  would  be  puzzled  to  name  so  much  as  one,  besides  the 
three  you  proceed  to  specify  (viz.  Dr.  Scrivener,  Dr.  Westcott, 
and  Dr.  Hort,) — who  were  members  of  the  Sevision  com- 
pany. On  the  other  hand, — (to  quote  the  words  of  the  most 
learned  of  our  living  Prelates,) — "it  is  well  known  that 
there  are  two  opposite  Schools  of  Biblical  Criticism  among  us, 
with  very  different  opinions  as  to  the  emnparative  valu^  of  our 
Manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testameyit,"^  And  in  proof  of  his 
statement,  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  cites  "  on  the  one  side  " — 
Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort ;  "  and  on  the  other  " — Dr.  Scrivener. 

Now,  let  the  account  be  read  which  Dr.  Newth  gives  (and 
which  you  admit  to  be  correct)  of  the  extraordinary  method 
by  which  the  *  New  Greek  Text '  was  "  settled,"  *  "  for  the 
most  part  at  the  First  Revision,"' — and  it  becomes  plain  that 
it  was  not  by  any  means  the  product  of  the  independently- 
formed  opinions  of  16  experts,  (as  your  words  imply); 
but  resulted  from  the  aptitude  of  13  of  your  body  to  be 
guided  by  the  sober  counsels  of  Dr.  Scrivener  on  the  one 
hand,  or  to  be  carried  away  by  the  eager  advocacy  of 
Dr.  Hort,  (supported  as  he  ever  was  by  his  respected  col- 
league Dr.  Westcott,)  on  the  other.  As  Canon  Cook  well 
puts  it, — "  The  question  really  is.  Were  the  members  compe- 
tent to  form  a  correct  judgment  ?"  •     "  In  most  cases,"  "  a 


*  P.  29.  »  P.  30.  3  Address,  on  the  Revised  Version,  p.  10. 

*  See  alwvc,  pp.  37  to  39.      *  Bp.  Ellicott's  iiamphlet,  p.  34.     •  P.  231. 
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simple  'majority  "*  determined  what  the  text  should  be.  But 
ponderari  deberU  testes,  my  lord  Bishop,  non  numerari.^  The 
vote  of  the  joint  Editors  should  have  been  reckoned  practi- 
cally as  only  one  vote.  And  whenever  Dr.  Scrivener  and 
they  were  irreconcilably  opposed,  the  existing  Traditional 
Text  ought  to  have  been  let  alone.  All  pretence  that  it  was 
plaMy  and  clearly  erroneous  was  removed,  when  the  only 
experts  present  were  hopelessly  divided  in  opinion.  As  for 
the  rest  of  the  Revising  Body,  inasmuch  as  they  extempo- 
rized their  opinions,  they  were  scarcely  qualified  to  vote 
at  alL  Certainly  they  were  not  entitled  individually  to  an 
equal  voice  with  Dr.  Scrivener  in  determining  what  the 
text  should  be.  Caprice  or  Prejudice,  in  short,  it  was,  not 
Deliberation  and  Learning,  which  prevailed  in  the  Jeru- 
salem Chamber.  A  more  unscientific, — to  speak  truly,  a 
coarser  and  a  clumsier  way  of  manipulating  the  sacred 
Deposit,  than  that  which  you  yourself  invented,  it  would  be 
impossible,  in  my  judgment,  to  devise. 

(2)  An  Unitarian  Revisionist  intolerable. — The  Westminster- 

Abbey  Scandal. 

But  this  is  not  nearly  all.  You  invite  attention  to  the 
constituent  elements  of  the  Revising  body,  and  congratulate 
yourself  on  its  miscellaneous  character  as  providing  a 
guarantee  that  it  has  been  impartial. 

I  frankly  avow,  my  lord  Bishop,  that  the  challenge  you 
thus  deliberately  offer,  surprises  me  greatly.  To  have  observed 
severe  silence  on  this  part  of  the  subject,  would  have  seemed 
to  me  your  discreeter  course.  Moreover,  had  you  not,  in 
this  marked  way,  invited  attention  to  the  component  elements 
of  the  Revising  body,  I  was  prepared  to  give  the  subject 
the  go-by.    The  " New  Greek  Text"  no  less  than  the  " New 


*  Fifth  Rule  of  the  Committoe.  '  Bp.  Ellicott's  iKunphlot,  i).  30. 
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English  Version,''  must  stand  or  fall  on  its  own  merits ;  and  I 
have  no  wish  to  prejudice  the  discussion  by  importing  into  it 
foreign  elements.  Of  thiB,  you  have  had  some  proof  already ; 
toT,  (with  the  exception  of  what  is  offered  above,  in  pages 
6  and  7,)  the  subject  has  been,  by  your  present  correspondent, 
nowhere  brought  prominently  forward. 

Far  be  it  fipom  me,  however,  to  decline  the  enquiry  which 
you  evidently  court.  And  so,  I  candidly  avow  that  it  was 
in  my  account  a  serious  breach  of  Church  order  that,  on 
engaging  in  so  solemn  an  undertaking  as  the  fievision  of  the 
Authorized  Version,  a  body  of  Divines  professing  to  act 
under  the  authority  of  the  Southern  Convocation  should 
spontaneously  associate  with  themselves  Ministers  of  various 
denominations,^  —  Baptists,    Congregationalists,    Wesleyan 


^  No  fair  person  will  mistake  the  spirit  in  which  the  next  ensuing 
paragraphs  (in  the  Text)  are  written.  But  I  will  add  what  shall  effectually 
protect  me  from  being  misunderstood. 

Against  the  respectability  and  personal  worth  of  any  member  of  the 
Revisionist  body,  let  me  not  be  supposed  to  breathe  a  syllable.  All, 
(for  aught  I  know  to  the  contrary,)  may  be  men  of  alnlity  and  atUunment, 
as  well  as  of  high  moral  excellence.  I  will  add  that,  in  early  life,  I 
numbered  several  professing  Unitarians  among  my  friends.  It  were  baas 
in  me  to  forget  how  wondrous  kind  I  found  them:  how  much  I  loved 
them :  how  fondly  I  cherish  their  memory. 

Further.  That  in  order  to  come  at  the  truth  of  Scripture,  we  are 
bound  to  seek  help  at  the  hands  of  any  who  are  able  to  render  help, — who 
ever  doubted  ?  If  a  worshipper  of  the  false  prophet, — ^if  a  devotee  of 
Buddha, — could  contribute  anything, — who  would  hesitate  to  sue  to  him 
for  enlightenment  ?  As  for  Abraham's  descendants, — they  are  our  very 
brethren. 

But  it  is  quite  a  different  thlDg  when  Revisionists  appointed  by  the 
Convocation  of  the  Southern  Province,  co-opt  Separatists  and  even 
Unitarians  into  their  body,  where  they  shall  determine  the  sense  of 
Scripture  and  vote  upon  its  translation  on  equal  terms.  Surely,  when  the 
Ijower  House  of  Convocation  accepted  the  5th  '*  Resolution  "  of  the  Upper 
House, — viz.,  that  the  Revisicg  body  "  shall  be  at  liberty  to  invite  the 
ciHu|X3ration  of  any  eminent  for  scholarship,  to  whatever  nation  or  religious 
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Methodists,  Independents,  and  the  like :  and  especially  that 
a  successor  of  the  Apostles  should  have  presided  over  the 
deliberations  of  this  assemblage  of  Separatists.  In  my 
humble  judgment,  we  shall  in  vain  teach  the  sinfulness  of 
Schism,  if  yre  show  ourselves  practically  indififerent  on  the 
subject,  and  even  set  an  example  of  irregularity  to  our 
flocks.  My  Divinity  may  appear  unaccommodating  and  old- 
fashioned:  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  unlearn  the  lessons 
long  since  got  by  heart  in  the  school  of  Andrewes  and 
Hooker,  of  Pearson  and  Bull,  of  Hammond  and  Sanderson, 
of  Beveridge  and  BramhaU.  I  am  much  mistaken,  moreover, 
if  I  may  not  claim  the  authority  of  a  greater  doctor  than 
any  of  these, — I  mean  S.  Paul, — for  the  fixed  views  I  enter- 
tain on  this  head. 

All  this,  however,  is  as  nothing  in  comparison  of  the 
scandal  occasioned  by  the  co-optation  into  your  body  of 


body  they  may  belong  ;'* — the  Synod  of  Canterbury  did  not  suppose  that 
it  was  pledging  itself  to  sanction  such  *'  co-operation "  as  is  implied  by 
actual  co-optation ! 

It  should  be  added  that  Bp.  Wilberforce,  (the  actual  framer  of  the 
5th  fundamental  Resolution,)  has  himself  informed  us  that  "  in  framing 
it,  it  never  occurred  to  him  that  it  would  apply  to  the  admission  of  any 
member  of  the  Socinian  body."  Chronicle  of  Convocation  (Feb.  1871,) 
p.  4. 

"  I  am  aware,"  (says  our  learned  and  pious  bishop  of  Lincoln,)  "  that  the 
ancient  Church  did  not  scruple  to  avail  herself  of  the  translation  of  a 
renegade  Jew,  like  Aquila ;  and  of  Ebionitish  heretics,  like  Symmachus 
and  Theodotion ;  and  that  St.  Augustine  profited  by  the  expository  rules  of 
Tychonius  the  Donatist.  But  I  very  much  doubt  whether  the  ancient 
Church  would  have  looked  for  a  large  outpouring  of  a  blessing  from  Gk>D 
on  a  work  of  translating  His  Word,  where  the  workmen  were  not  all 
joined  together  in  a  spirit  of  Christian  unity,  and  in  the  profession  of  the 
true  Futh  ;  and  in  which  the  opinions  of  the  several  translators  were  to 
be  counted  and  not  weighed ;  and  where  everything  was  to  be  decided 
by  numerical  majorities ;  and  where  the  votes  of  an  Arius  or  a  Nestorius 
were  to  be  reckoned  as  of  equal  value  with  those  of  an  Athanasius  or 
a  CyriL"    {Address  on  the  Revised  Version^  1881,  pp.  38.) 
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Dr.  G.  Vance  Smith,  the  Unitarian  Minister  of  S.  Saviour's 
Gate  Chapel,  York.  That,  while  engaged  in  the  work  of 
interpreting  the  everlasting  Gospel,  you  should  have  know- 
ingly and  by  choice  associated  \^dth  yourselves  one  who,  not 
only  openly  denies  the  eternal  Godhead  of  our  I^rd,  but  in 
a  recent  publication  is  the  avowed  assailant  of  that  funda- 
mental doctrine  of  the  Christian  Religion,  as  well  as  of  the 
Inspiration  of  Holy  Scripture  itself,^ — filled  me  (and  many 
besides  myself)  with  astonishment  and  sorrow.  You  were 
respectfully  memorialized  on  the  subject  ;*  but  you  treated 
the  representations  which  reached  you  with  scornful  indif- 
ference. 

Now  therefore  that  you  re-open  the  question,  I  will  not 
scruple  publicly  to  repeat  that  it  seems  to  me  nothing  else 
but  an  insult  to  our  Divine  Master  and  a  wrong  to  the 
Church,  that  the  most  precious  part  of  our  common  Christian 
heritage,  the  pure  Word  of  God,  should  day  by  day,  week 
by  week,  month  by  month,  year  after  year,  have  been  thus 
handled;  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  producing  a  Transla- 
tion which  should  supersede  our  Authorized  Version.  Tliat 
the  individual  in  question  contributed  aught  to  your  delibe- 
rations has  never  been  pretended.  On  the  contrary.  No 
secret  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  he  was,  (as  might  have 
been  anticipated  from  his  published  writings,)  the  most 
unprofitable  member  of  the  Revising  body.  Why  then  was 
he  at  first  surreptitiously  elected  ?  and  why  was  his  election 
afterwards  stiffly  maintained  ?  The  one  purpose  achieved  by 
his  continued  presence  among  you  was  that  it  might  be 
thereby  made  to  appear  that  the  Church  of  England   no 


*  7'Ac  Bible  and  Popular  Theology,  by  G.  Vance  Smith,  1871. 

•  An  Unitarian  Reviser  of  our  Authorized  Version,  intolerable:  an 
earnest  Benwnstrance  and  Petition, — addressed  to  yourself  by  your 
present  correspondent : — Oxford,  Parker,  1872,  pp.  8. 
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longer  insists  on  Belief  in  the  eternal  Godhead  of  our  Lord, 
as  essential;  but  is  prepared  to  surrender  her  claim  to 
definite  and  unequivocal  dogmatic  teaching  in  respect  of 
Faith  in  the  Blessed  Trinity. 

But  even  if  this  Unitarian  had  been  an  eminent  Scholar, 
my  objection  would  remain  in  full  force ;  for  I  hold,  (and 
surely  so  do  you!),  that  the  right  Interpretation  of  God's 
Word  may  not  be  attained  without  the  guidance  of  the  Holy 
Spirit,  whose  aid  must  first  be  invoked  by  fcuthful  prayer. 

In  the  meantime,  this  same  person  was  invited  to  com- 
mimicate  with  his  fellow-Eevisers  in  Westminster- Abbey, 
and  did  accordingly,  on  the  22nd  of  June,  1870,  receive  the 
Holy  Communion,  in  Henry  VIL's  Chapel,  at  the  hands  of 
Dean  Stanley:  declaring,  next  day,  that  he  received  the 
Sacrament  on  this  occasion  without  'joining  in  reciting 
the  Nicene  Creed,'  and  without  'compromise,'  (as  he  ex- 
pressed it,)  of  his  principles  as  an  '  Unitarian.'  ^  So  con- 
spicuous a  sacrilege  led  to  a  public  Protest  signed  by  some 
thousands  of  the  Clergy.^  It  also  resulted,  in  the  next 
ensuing  Session  of  Convocation,  in  a  Resolution  whereby  the 
Upper  House  cleared  itself  of  complicity  in  the  scandal.'  . . . 


»  See  letter  of  «One  of  the  Revisionists,  G.  V.  S.'  in  the  Times  of 
July  11, 1870. 

'  Protest  (igainst  the  Communion  of  an  Unitarian  in  Westminster 
Abbey  m  June  22nd,  1870 :— Oxford,  1870,  pp.  64. 

■  See  the  Chronicle  of  Convocation  (Feb.  1871),  pp.  3-28, — when  a 
Resolution  was  moved  and  carried  by  the  Bp.  (Wilberforce)  of  Winchester, — 
''That  it  is  the  judgment  of  this  House  that  no  person  who  denies  the 
Godhead  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  ought  to  be  invited  to  join  either 
company  to  which  is  committed  the  Revision  of  the  Authorized 
Version  of  Holy  Scripture :  and  that  it  is  further  the  judgment  of  this 
House  that  any  such  person  now  on  either  Company  should  cease  to 
act  therewith. 

"And  that  this  Resolution  be  communicated  to  the  Lower  House, 
and  their  concurrence  requested  :*' — ^which  was  done.    See  p.  143. 
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How  a  good  man  like  you  can  revive  the  memory  of  these 
many  painful  incidents  without  anguish,  is  to  me  unin- 
telligible. That  no  blessing  from  Him,  'sine  Qw>  nihil 
validum,  nihil  sanctum/  could  be  expected  to  attend  an 
imdertaking  commenced  imder  such  auspices, — was  but 
too  plain.  The  fievision  was  a  foredoomed  thing — in  the 
account  of  many  besides  myself — ^fipom  the  outset. 

(3)  The  probaMe  Futwre  of  the  Revision  of  1881. 

Not  unaware  am  I  that  it  has  nevertheless  been  once 
and  again  confidently  predicted  in  public  Addresses,  Lec- 
tures, Pamphlets,  that  ultimate  success  is  in  store  for  the 
Sevision  of  1881.  I  cannot  but  regard  it  as  a  suspicious 
circumstance  that  these  vaticinations  have  hitherto  in- 
variably proceeded  from  members  of  the  Revising  body. 

It  would  ill  become  such  an  one  as  myself  to  pretend  to 
skill  in  forecasting  the  future.  But  of  this  at  least  I  feel 
certain : — that  if,  in  an  evil  hour,  (quod  absit !),  the  Church 
of  England  shall  ever  be  induced  to  commit  herself  to  the 
adoption  of  the  present  Revision,  she  will  by  so  doing  expose 
herself  to  the  ridicule  of  the  rest  of  Christendom,  as  well  as 
incur  irreparable  harm  and  loss.  And  such  a  proceeding 
on  her  part  will  be  inexcusable,  for  she  has  been  at  least 
faithfully  forewarned.  Moreover,  in  the  end,  she  ¥rill  most 
certainly  have  to  retrace  her  steps  with  sorrow  and  con- 
fusion. 

Those  persons  evidently  overlook  the  facts  of  the  problem, 
who  refer  to  what  happened  in  the  case  of  the  Authorized 
Version  when  it  originally  appeared,  some  270  years  ago; 
and  argue  that  as  the  Revision  of  1611  at  first  encountered 
opposition,  which  yet  it  ultimately  overcame,  so  must  it  fare 
in  the  end  with  the  present  Revised  Version  also.  Those 
who  so  reason  forget  that  the  cases  are  essentially  dissimilar. 
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If  the  diflTerence  between  the  Authorized  Version  of  1611 
and  the  Revision  of  1881  were  only  this. — That  the  latter  is 
characterized  by  a  mechanical,  unidiomatic,  and  even  repul- 
sive method  of  rendering ;  which  was  not  only  unattempted, 
but  repudiated  by  the  Authors  of  the  earlier  work ; — there 
would  have  been  something  to  urge  on  behalf  of  the  later 
performance.  The  plea  of  zeal  for  God's  Word, — a  deter- 
mination at  all  hsizards  to  represent  with  even  servile  pre- 
cision the  ipsisdma  verba  of  Evangelists  and  Apostles, — 
this  plea  might  have  been  plausibly  put  forward:  and,  to 
some  extent,  it  must  have  been  allowed, — although  a  grave 
diversity  of  opinion  might  reasonably  have  been  entertained 
as  to  w?icU  comtittUes  '  accuracy '  and  '  fidelity '  of  translation. 

But  when  once  it  has  been  made  plain  that  the  underlying 
Greek  of  the  Revision  of  1881  is  an  entirely  new  thing,^-is  a 
manufactured  article  throughout, — all  must  see  that  the  con- 
tention has  entirely  changed  its  character.  The  question 
immediately  arises,  (and  it  is  the  <mly  question  which 
remains  to  be  asked,) — ^Were  then  the  Authors  of  this  '  New 
Greek  Text'  competent  to  undertake  so  perilous  an  enter- 
prise ?  And  when,  in  the  words  of  the  distinguished  Chair- 
man of  the  Revising  body — (words  quoted  above,  at  page 
369,)  — "  To  this  question,  we  venture  to  answer  very  unJiesi- 
takingly  in  the  negative,'* — What  remains  but,  with  blank 
astonishment,  not  unmingled  with  disgust,  to  close  the 
volume  ?  Your  own  ingenuous  admission, — (volunteered  by 
yourself  a  few  days  before  you  and  your  allies  "  proceeded 
to  the  actual  details  of  the  Revision,") — ^ihat  ''we  have 
certainly  not  a^cquired  sufficient  Critical  Judgment  for  any  body 
of  Revisers  hopefully  to  undertake  such  a  work  as  this," — is 
decisive  on  the  subject. 

The  gravity  of  the  issue  thus  raised,  it  is  impossible  to 
over-estimate.     We  find   ourselves   at  once   and   entirely 
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lifted  out  of  the  region  originally  proposed  for  investiga- 
tiou.  It  is  no  longer  a  question  of  the  degree  of  skill  which 
has  been  exhibited  in  translating  the  title-deeds  of  our 
heavenly  inheritance  out  of  Greek  into  English.  Those 
title-deeds  themselves  have  been  empirically  submitted  to  a 
process  which,  rightly  or  wrongly y  seriously  affects  their  in- 
tegrity. Not  only  has  a  fringe  of  most  unreasonable  textual 
mistrust  been  tacked  on  to  the  margin  of  every  inspired 
{mge,  (as  from  S.  Luke  x.  41  to  xi.  11)  : — not  only  has  many 
a  grand  doctrinal  statement  been  evacuated  of  its  authority, 
(as,  by  the  shameful  mis-statement  found  in  the  margin 
against  S.  John  iiL  13,^  and  the  vile  Socinian  gloss  which 
disfigures  the  margin  of  Bom.  ix.  5^) : — but  we  entirely  miss 
many  a  solemn  utterance  of  the  Spirit, — as  when  we  are 
assured  tliat  verses  44  and  46  of  S.  Mark  ix.  are  omitted  by 
*  tht  hest  ajicierU  authorities*  (whereas,  on  the  contrary,  the 
MSS.  referred  to  are  the  worst).  Let  the  thing  complained  of 
1h)  illustrated  by  a  few  actual  examples.  Only  five  shall  be 
subjoined.  The  words  in  the  first  column  represent  what 
yim  are  pleased  to  designate  as  among  "the  most  certain 
conclusions  of  modem  Textual  Criticism"  (p.  78), — but  what 
/  assert  to  be  notliing  else  but  mutilated  exhibitions  of  the 
inspired  Text.  The  second  column  contains  the  indubitable 
'IVuth  of  Scripture, — the  words  which  have  been  read  by  our 
Fathers*  Fathers  for  the  last  500  years,  and  which  we 
proiK>8e,  (CJoD  helping  us,)  to  hand  on  unimpaired  to  our 
Cliildren,  and  to  our  Children's  Children,  for  many  a  century 
to  come : — 

Bkvised  (1881).  Authorized  (161 1). 

**  And  oome,  follow  me."  "  And  come,  take  up  ihe  cram 

and  follow  me."^ 


'  The  Reader  is  invited  to  refer  back  to  pp.  132-135. 
'  'J'he  Reader  is  requested  to  refer  back  to  pp.  210-214. 
>  S.  Mark  x.  21. 
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"  And  they  blindfolded  him, 
and  asked  him,  saying,  Pro- 
phesy.** 

"  And  there  was  also  a  super- 
scription over  him.  This  is  the 
King  of  the  Jews." 


^'  And  they  gave  him  a  piece 
of  a  broiled  fish." 


"  And  when  they  had  blind- 
folded him,  they  struck  him  an 
the  f (ice,  and  asked  him,  saying. 
Prophesy."  * 

^'And  a  superscription  also 
was  tDritten  over  him  in  letters 
of  Greek,  and  Latin,  and  Hebrew, 
This  is  the  King  of  the  Jews."^ 

"  And  they  gave  him  a  piece 
of  a  broiled  fish,  and  of  an 
honeycomb."^ 


But  the  next  (S.  Luke  ix.  54-6,)  is  a  far  more  serious  loss : — 


"  *  Lord,  wilt  thou  that  we 
bid  fire  to  come  down  from 
heaven,  and  consume  them?* 
But  he  turned  and  rebuked 
them.  And  they  went  to 
another  village." 


"  •  Lord,  wilt  thou  that  we 
command  fire  to  come  down 
from  heaven,  and  consume 
them,  even  as  EUas  did  f  But 
he  turned  and  rebuked  them, 
and  said,  *  Te  know  not  toKat 
manner  of  spirit  ye  are  of.  For 
the  Son  of  man  is  not  come  to 
destroy  men*s  lives,  hut  to  save 
themj  And  they  went  to 
another  village." 


The  unlearned  reader  sees  at  a  glance  that  the  only  dif- 
ference of  Translation  here  is  the  substitution  of  '  bid  *  for 
*  command,'  —  which  by  the  way,  is  not  only  uncalled  for, 
but  is  a  change  for  the  worse}     On  the  other  hand,  how 


^  S.  Luke  xxii.  64.  *  S.  Luke  xxiiL  38.  '  S.  Luke  xxiv.  42. 

*  Elnflv  is  *  to  comniand  *  in  S.  Matth.  (and  S.  Luke)  iv.  3 :  in  S.  Mark 
V.  43 :  viii.  7,  and  in  many  other  places.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Revisers 
have  thrust  *  command*  into  S.  Matth.  xx.  21,  where  tyrant*  had  far 
better  have  been  let  alone :  and  have  overlooked  other  places  (as  S.  Matth. 
xxii.  24,  S.  James  ii.  11),  where  '  command '  might  perhaps  have  been 
introduced  with  advantage.  (I  nothing  doubt  that  when  the  Centurion  of 
Capernaum  said  to  our  Lord  fiovov  cittc  Xdy^  [Mtt.  viii.  8  =  Lu.  vii.  7], 
he  entreated  Him  *  only  to  give  the  word  of  command.*)  [Over. 
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grievous  an  injury  has  been  done  by  the  mutilation  of  the 
blessed  record  in  respect  of  those  (3  +  5  +  7  +  4  +  24  =) 
forty-three  (in  English  fifty-seven)  undoubtedly  inspired  as 
well  as  most  precious  words, — even  "  ordinary  Beaders  "  are 
competent  to  discern. 

I  am  saying  that  the  systematic,  and  sometimes  serious, — 
always  inexcusable, — liberties  which  have  been  taken  with 
the  Greek  Text  by  the  Revisionists  of  1881,  constitute  a 
groimd  of  offence  against  their  work  for  which  no  pretext 
was  afforded  by  the  Revision  of  1611.  To  argue  therefore 
from  what  has  been  the  fate  of  the  one,  to  what  is  likely  to 
be  the  fate  of  the  other,  is  illogical.  The  cases  are  not  only 
not  parallel :  they  are  even  whoUy  dissimilar. 


We  all  see,  of  course,  that  it  was  because  Aor  is  rendered  ^grant^  in 
the  (very  nearly)  parallel  place  to  S.  Matth.  xx.  21  (viz.  S.  Mark  x.  37X 
that  the  Revisers  thought  it  incumbent  on  them  to  represent  E«W  in  the 
earlier  Gospel  dififerently;  and  so  they  bethought  themselves  of  *ctm^ 
mandJ  (Infelicitously  enough,  as  I  humbly  think.  ^Framise^  would 
evidently  have  been  a  preferable  substitute:  the  word  in  the  original 
(tlntiv)  being  one  of  that  large  family  of  Greek  verbs  which  vary  their 
shade  of  signification  according  to  their  context.)  But  it  is  plainly 
impracticable  to  level  up  after  this  rigid  fashion, — to  translate  in  this 
mechanical  way.  Far  more  is  lost  than  is  gained  by  this  straining  after 
an  impossible  closeness  of  rendering.  The  spirit  becomes  inevitably 
sacrificed  to  the  letter.  All  this  has  been  largely  remarked  upon  above,  at 
pp.  187-206. 

Take  the  case  before  us  in  illustration.  S.  James  and  S.  John  with 
their  Mother,  have  evidently  agreed  together  to  '  ask  a  favour '  of  their 
Lord  (cf.  Mtt.  xx.  20,  Mk.  x.  35).  The  Mother  begins  Ein-^, — ^the  sons 
begin,  Adr.  Why  are  we  to  assume  that  the  request  is  made  by  the 
Mother  in  a  different  spirit  from  the  sons  ?  Why  are  we  to  impose  upon 
her  language  the  imperious  sentiment  which  the  very  mention  of 
'  command '  imavoidably  suggests  to  an  English  ear  ? 

A  prior,  and  yet  more  fatal  objection,  remains  in  full  force.  The 
Bevisers,  (I  say  it  for  the  last  time,)  were  clearly  going  beyond  their 
prescribed  duty  when  they  set  about  handling  the  Authorized  Yeraon 
after  this  merciless  fashion.  Their  business  was  to  correct  'piain  and 
clear  errors,* — not  to  produce  a  '  New  English  Version.' 
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The  cheapest  copies  of  our  Authorized  Version  at  least 
exhibit  the  Word  of  God  faithfully  and  helpfully.  Could 
the  same  be  said  of  a  cheap  edition  of  the  work  of  the 
Revisionists, — destitute  of  headings  to  the  Chapters,  and 
containing  no  record  of  the  extent  to  which  the  Sacred  Text 
has  undergone  depravation  throughout  ? 

Let  it  be  further  repollected  that  the  greatest  Scholars  and 
the  most  learned  Divines  of  which  our  Church  could  boast, 
conducted  the  work  of  Revision  in  King  James'  days ;  and 
it  will  be  acknowledged  that  the  promiscuous  assemblage 
which  met  in  the  Jerusalem  Chamber  cannot  urge  any 
corresponding  claim  on  public  attention.  Then,  the  Bishops 
of  Lincoln  of  1611  were  Revisers:  the  Vance  Smiths  stood 
without  and  found  fault.  But  in  the  affair  of  1881, 
Dr.  Vance  Smith  revises,  and  ventilates  heresy  from  within  -} 
the  Bp.  of  Lincoln  stands  outside,  and  is  one  of  the  severest 
Critics  of  the  work. — Disappointed  men  are  said  to  have  been 
conspicuous  among  the  few  assailants  of  our  *  Authorized 
Version,' — Scholars  (as  Hugh  Broughton)  who  considered 
themselves  unjustly  overlooked  and  excluded.  But  on  the 
present  occasion,  among  the  multitude  of  hostile  voices, 
there  is  not  a  single  instance  known  of  a  man  excluded  from 
the  deliberations  of  the  Jerusalem  Chamber,  who  desired  to 
share  them. 


^  Take  the  following  as  a  sample,  which  is  one  of  the  Author's  proofs 
that  the  *  Results  of  the  Revision '  are  *  unfavourable  to  Orthodoxy  :*— 
"The  only  instance  in  the  N.  T.  in  which  the  religious  worship  or 
adoration  of  Christ  was  apparently  implied,  has  been  altered  by  the 
Revision:  *  At  the  name  of  Jesus  every  knee  shall  bow,*  [Fhilipp.  ii.  10] 
is  DOW  to  be  read '  in  the  name.'  Moreover,  no  alteration  of  text  or 
of  translation  will  be  found  anywhere  to  make  up  for  this  loss ;  as  indeed 
it  is  well  understood  that  the  N.  T.  contains  neither  precept  nor  example 
which  really  sanctions  the  religious  worship  of  Jesus  Chbist." — Texts  and 
Margins^ — p.  47. 
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To  argue  therefore  concerning  the  prospects  of  the  Bevision 
of  1881  from  the  known  history  of  our  Authorized  Version 
of  1611,  is  to  argue  concerning  things  essentially  dissimilar. 
With  every  advance  made  in  the  knowledge  of  the  subject, 
it  may  be  confidently  predicted  that  there  will  spring  up 
increased  distrust  of  the  Kevision  of  1881,  and* an  ever 
increasing  aversion  from  it. 

(4)  Review  of  the  entire  subject^  and  of  the  respective 
positions  of  Bp.  EUicott  and  myself 

Here  I  lay  down  my  pen, — glad  to  have  completed  what 
(because  I  have  endeavoured  to  do  my  work  thoroughly)  has 
proved  a  very  laborious  task  indeed.  The  present  rejoinder 
to  your  Pamphlet  covers  all  the  ground  you  have  yourself 
traversed,  and  will  be  found  to  have  disposed  of  your  entire 
contention. 

I  take  leave  to  point  out^  in  conclusion,  that  it  places  you 
individually  in  a  somewhat  embarrassing  predicament.  For 
you  have  now  no  alternative  but  to  come  forward  and 
disprove  my  statements  as  well  as  refute  my  arguments :  or 
to  admit,  by  your  silence,  that  you  have  sustained  defeat  in 
the  cause  of  which  you  constituted  yourself  the  champion. 
You  constrained  me  to  reduce  you  to  this  alternative  when 
you  stood  forth  on  behalf  of  the  Eevising  body,  and  saw  fit 
to  provoke  me  to  a  personal  encounter. 

But  you  must  come  provided  with  something  vastly  more 
formidable,  remember,  than  denunciations, — which  are  but 
wind :  and  vague  generalities, — which  prove  notliing  and 
persuade  nobody:  and  appeals  to  the  authority  of  "Lach- 
mann,  Tischendorf,  and  Tregelles," — which  I  disallow  and 
disregard.  You  must  produce  a  counter-array  of  well-ascer- 
tained  facts ;   and  you  must  build   thereupon   irrefragable 
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arguments.  In  other  words,  you  must  conduct  your  cause 
with  learning  and  ability.  Else,  believe  me,  you  will  make 
the  painful  discovery  that  "  the  last  error  is  worse  than  the 
first."  You  had  better  a  thousand  times,  even  now,  ingenuously 
admit  that  you  made  a  grievous  mistake  when  you  put  yourself 
into  the  hands  of  those  ingenious  theorists,  Drs.  Westcott 
and  Hort,  and  embraced  their  arbitrary  decrees, — than  per- 
severe in  your  present  downward  course,  only  to  sink  deeper 
and  deeper  in  the  mire. 

(5)  Anticipated  effect  of  the  present  contention  on  the  Text  of 

1  Timothy  iii.  16. 

I  like  to  believe,  in  the  meantime,  that  this  passage  of 
arms  has  resulted  in  such  a  vindication^  of  the  traditional 
Reading  of  1  Timothy  iii.  16,  as  will  effectually  secure  that 
famous  place  of  Scripture  against  further  molestation.  Faodt 
Deus  .' .  • .  In  the  margin  of  the  Eevision  of  1881,  I 
observe  that  you  have  ventured  to  state  as  follows, — 

"The  word  Ood^  in  place  of  He  who,  rests  on  no  sufficient 
ancient  evidence." 

In  the  words  of  your  Unitarian  ally.  Dr.  Vance  Smith, — 

**  The  old  reading  is  pronounced  untenable  by  the  Eevisers, 
as  it  has  long  been  known  to  be  by  all  careful  students  of 
the  New  Testament.  ...  It  is  in  truth  another  example  of  the 
facility  with  which  ancient  copiers  could  introduce  the  word 
God  into  their  manuscripts, — a  reading  which  was  the  natural 
result  of  the  growing  tendency  in  early  Christian  times  ...  to 
look  upon  the  humble  Teacher  as  the  incarnate  Word,  and 
therefore  as  *  God  manifested  in  the  flesh ' "  (p.  39). 

Such  remarks  proceeding  from  such  a  quarter  create  no 
surprise.  But,  pray,  my  lord  Bishop,  of  what  were  you 
thinking  when  you  permitted  yourself  to  make  the  serious 


»  Supra,  p.  424  to  p.  601. 
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inis-stateiiient  which  stands  in  the  margin?  You  must 
needs  have  meant  thereby  that, — "The  word  He  who  in 
place  of  GoDy  on  the  contrary,  does  rest  on  suflBcient  ancient 
evidence."  I  solemnly  call  upon  you,  in  the  Name  of  Him 
by  whose  Spirit  Holy  Scripture  was  given,  to  prove  the 
truth  of  your  marginal  Note  of  wliich  the  foregoing  70  pages 
are  a  refutation. — You  add, 

**  Some  ancient  authorities  read  ic^tcA." 

But  why  did  you  suppress  the  fact,  which  is  undeniable, 
viz.:  that  a  great  many  ** More  ancient  authorities"  read 
*  which '  (o),  than  read  '  who '  (09)  ? 

(6)  The  nature  of  this  contention  explained. 

And  yet,  it  was  no  isolated  place  which  I  was  e^er  to  estab- 
lish, when  at  first  I  took  up  my  pen.   It  was  the  general  trust- 
worthiness of  the  Traditional  Text, — (the  Text  which  you  admit 
to  be  upwards  of  1500  years  old,) — which  I  aimed  at  illus- 
trating :  the  essential  rottenness  of  the  foundation  on  which 
the  Greek  Text  of  the  Revision  of  1881  has  been  constructed  by 
yourself  and  your  fellow  Revisers, — which  I  was  determined  to 
expose.     I  claim  to  have  proved  not  only  that  your  entire 
superstructure  is  tasteless  and  imlovely  to  a  degree, — but 
also  that  you  have  reared  it  up  on  a  foundation  of  sand.     In 
no  vaunting  spirit,  (GoD  is  my  witness !),  but  out  of  sincere 
and  sober  zeal  for  the  truth  of   Scripture  I  say  it, — ^your 
work,  whether  you  know  it  or  not,  has  been  so  handled  in 
the  course  of   the  present  volume  of  500  pages   that  its 
essential  deformity  must  be  apparent  to  every  unprejudiced 
beholder.     It  can  only  be  spoken  of  at  this  time  of  day  as  a 
shapeless  iiiin. 

A  ruin  moreover  it  is  which  does   not  admit  of  being 
repaired  or  restored.     And   why  ?     Because   the   mischief, 


Bp.  Elucott.]       views,  AND  THOSE  OF  DR.  HORT.  517 

which  extends  to  every  part  of  the  edifice,  takes  its  beginning, 
as  already  explained,  in  every  part  of  the  foundation. 

And  further,  (to  speak  without  a  figure,)  it  cannot  be  too 
plainly  stated  that  no  compromise  is  possible  between  our 
respective  methods, — yours  and  mine :  between  the  new 
German  system  in  its  most  aggravated  and  in  fact  intolerable 
form,  to  which  you  have  incautiously  and  unconditionally 
given  in  your  adhesion;  and  the  old  English  school  of 
Textual  Criticism,  of  which  I  humbly  avow  myself  a  disciple. 
Between  the  theory  of  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort  (which  you 
have  made  your  own)  and  the  method  of  your  present 
Correspondent,  there  can  be  no  compromise,  because 
the  two  are  antagonistic  throughout.  We  have,  in  fact, 
nothing  in  common, — except  certain  documents;  which  / 
insist  on  interpreting  by  the  humble  Inductive  process: 
while  you  and  your  friends  insist  on  your  right  of  deducing 
your  estimate  of  them  from  certain  antecedent  imaginations 
of  your  own,— every  one  of  which  I  disallow,  and  some  of 
which  I  am  able  to  disprove. 

Such,  my  lord  Bishop,  is  your  baseless  imagination — 
(1)  That  the  traditional  Greek  Text  (wliich,  without  authority, 
you  style  " The  Syrian  text")  is  the  result  of  a  deliberate 
Secension  made  at  Antioch,  a.d.  250  and  350  :^ — (2)  That  the 
Peschito,  in  like  manner,  is  the  result  of  a  Eecension  made 
at  Edessa  or  Nisibis  about  the  same  time  :* — (3)  That  Cureton's 
is  the  Syriac  '  Vetus,'  and  the  Peschito  the  Syriac '  Vulgate  :'^ 
— (4)  That  the  respective  ancestries  of  our  only  two  IVth- 
century  Codices,  B  and  k,  "  diverged  from  a  common  parent 
extremelynear  the  apostolic  autographs:"*  —(5)  That  this  com- 


>  See  above,  pp.  272-275,  pp.  278-281.        ^  See  above,  p.  275. 

•  See  above,  pp.  276-7.  *  See  above,  pp.  303-305. 
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mon  original  enjoyed  a  "  general  immunity  from  substantive 
error ; "  and  by  consequence — (6)  That  B  and  k  provide  "  a  safe 
criterion  of  genuineness,"  so  that  "  no  readings  of  x  B  can  be 
safely  rejected  absolutely."^ — (7)  Similar  wild  imaginations 
you  cherish  concerning  c  and  D, — which,  together  with  B  and  H 
you  assume  to  be  among  the  most  trustworthy  guides  in 
existence ;  whereas  /  have  convinced  myself,  by  laborious 
collation,  that  they  are  the  most  corrupt  of  all.  We  are  thus 
diametrically  opposed  throughout.  Finally, — (8)  You  assume 
that  you  possess  a  power  of  divination  which  enables  you 
to  dispense  with  laborious  processes  of  Induction ;  while  /, 
on  the  contrary,  insist  that  the  Truth  of  the  Text  of  Scripture 
is  to  be  elicited  exclusively  from  the  consentient  testimony 
of  the  largest  number  of  the  best  Copies,  Fathers, 
Versions.*  There  is,  I  am  persuaded,  no  royal  road  to  the 
attainment  of  Truth  in  this  department  of  Knowledge.  Only 
through  the  lowly  portal  of  humility, — only  by  self-renouncing 
labour, — may  we  ever  hope  to  reach  the  innermost  slirine. 
They  do  but  go  astray  themselves  and  hopelessly  mislead 
others,  who  first  invent  their  facts^  and  then  proceed  to 
build  thereupon  their  premisses. 

Such  builders  are  Drs.  Westcott  and  Hort, — with  whom 
(by  your  own  avowal)  you  stand  completely  identified.* 
I  repeat,  (for  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  and 
remembered,)  that  what  I  assert  concerning  those  Critics 
is, — iwt  that  their  superstructure  rests  upon  an  insecure 
foundation ;  but  that  it  rests  on  no  foundation  at  ail.  My 
complaint  is, — not  that  they  are  somewhat  and  frequently 
mistaken ;  but  that  they  are  mistaken  entirely ^  and  that  they 
are  mistaken  throughout  There  is  no  possibility  of  approxima- 


*  See  above,  p.  304.        •  See  above,  pp.  339-42 ;  also  pp.  422,  423. 

'  See  above,  j^p.  391-7. 
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tion  between  their  mere  assumptions  and  the  results  of  my 
humble  and  laborious  method  of  dealing  with  the  Text  of 
Scripture.  We  shall  only  then  be  able  to  l>egin  to  reason 
together  with  the  slightest  prospect  of  coming  to  any  agree- 
ment, when  they  have  unconditionally  abandoned  all  their 
preconceived  imaginations,  and  unreservedly  scattered  every 
one  of  their  postulates  to  the  four  winds. 

(7)  Parting  Counsels. 
Let  me  be  allowed,  in  conclusion,  to  recommend  to  your 
attention  and  that  of  your  friends, — (I.)  "  The  last  Twelve 
Verses  of  S.  Mark's  Gospel  : "  —  (II.)  the  Angeuo 
Hymn  on  the  night  of  the  Nativity : — (III.)  The  text  of 
1  Timothy  iii.  16, — these  three, — (in  respect  of  which  up  to 
this  hour,  you  and  I  find  ourselves  to  be  hopelessly  divided,) 
— as  convenient  Test  places.  When  you  are  prepared  frankly 
to  admit, —  (I.)  That  there  is  no  reason  whatever  for  doubting 
the  genuineness  of  S.  Mark  xvi.  9-20 :  ^ — (II.)  That  iv 
avOpdmoi^  evSoKia  is  unquestionably  the  Evangelical  text  of 
S.  Luke  ii.  14  :* — and  (III.)  That  ©eo?  i<\>av€p(o0fj  iv  aapxi  is 
what  the  great  Apostle  must  be  held  to  have  written  in 
1  Timothy  iii  16,' — we  shall  be  in  good  time  to  proceed  to 
something  else.  Until  tliis  happy  result  has  been  attained,  it 
is  a  mere  waste  of  time  to  break  up  fresh  ground,  and  to 
extend  the  area  of  our  differences. 

I  cannot  however  disguise  from  you  the  fact  that  such  an 
avowal  on  your  part  will  amount  to  an  admission  that  "  the 
whole  fabric  of  Textual  Criticism  which  has  been  built  up 
during  the  last  fifty  years  by  successive  editors  of  the  New 
Testament/' — Lachmann  namely,  Tischendorf,  and  Tregelles, 
— is  worthless.      Neither  may  the  inevitable  consequence 


*  See  above,  pp.  3&-40 :  47-9 :  422-4. 
»  See  above,  pp.  41-7  :  420-2.        »  See  above,  pp.  98-106 :  424-501. 
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of  this  admission  be  concealed :  viz.  that  your  own  work  as 
Revisionists  has  been,  to  speak  plainly,  one  gigantic  blunder, 
from  end  to  end. 

(8)  The  subject  dismissed. 

The  issue  of  this  prolonged  contention  I  now  commend, 
with  deep  humility,  to  Almighty  God.  The  Spirit  of  Truth 
will,  (I  know,)  take  good  care  of  His  own  masterpiece, — the 
Written  Word.  May  He  have  compassion  on  my  ignorance, 
and  graciously  forgive  me,  if,  (intending  nothing  less,)  I  shall 
prove  to  have  anywhere  erred  in  my  strenuous  endeavour  to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  Scripture  against  the  rasliness  of  an 
impatient  and  imleamed  generation. 

But  if,  (as  I  humbly  believe  and  confidently  hope,)  my 
conclusions  are  sound  throughout,  then  may  He  enable  men 
freely  to  recognize  the  Truth ;  and  thus,  effectually  avert  from 
our  Church  the  supreme  calamity  with  which,  for  a  few 
months  in  1881,  it  seemed  threatened;  namely,  of  having  an 
utterly  depraved  Recension  of  the  Greek  Text  of  the  New 
Testament  thnist  upon  it,  as  the  basis  of  a  very  questionable 
*  Revision '  of  the  English. 

My  lord  Bishop, — I  have  the  honour  to  wish  you  respect- 
fully farewell. 

J.  W.  B. 

Deaneby,  Chichester, 

July,  1883. 


THE  GRASS  WITHERETH:  THE  FLOWER  FADBTH: 
BUT  TUB  WORD  OF  OUR  GOD  SHALL  STAND  FOR  EVER. 
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The  inquiries  into  which  I  was  led  (January  to  June  1883) 
by  my  Dissertation  in  vindication  of  the  Traditional  Beading 
of  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  have  resulted  in  my  being  made  aware  of  the 
existence  of  a  vast  number  of  Sacred  Codices  which  had  eluded 
the  vigilance  of  previous  Critics. 

I  had  already  assisted  my  friend  Prebendary  Scrivener 
in  greatly  enlarging  Scholz's  list.  We  had  in  fact  raised  the 
enumeration  of  *  Evangelia '  to  621 :  of  *  Acta  and  Catholic 
Epistles' to  239  :  of  'Paid'  to  281 :  of  'Apocalypse'  to  108 :  of 

*  Evangelistaria '  to  299 ;  of  the  book  called  *  Apostolus '  to  81  : — 
making  a  total  of  1629. — But  at  the  end  of  a  protracted  and 
somewhat  laborious  correspondence  with  the  custodians  of  not 
a  few  great  Continental  Libraries,  I  am  able  to  state  that  our 
available  '  Evangelia '  amount  to  at  least  739  ^ :  our  '  Acts  and 
Gath.  Epp:  to  261 :  our  •  Paul'  to  338 :  our  *  Apoc.'  to  122 :  our 

*  Evstt'  to  415  *  :  our  copies  of  the  '  Apostolus '  to  128  ^ :  making 
a  total  of  2003.  This  shows  an  increase  of  three  hundred  and 
seventy-four. 

My  original  intention  had  been  to  publish  this  enumeration 
of  Sacred  Codices  in  its  entirety  as  an  Appendix  to  the  present 
volume:  but  finding  that  the  third  edition  of  Dr.  Scrivener's 
'Introduction'  would  appear  some  months  before  my  own 
pages  could  possibly  see  the  light,  I  eagerly  communicated  my 
discoveries  to  my  friend.    I  have  indeed  proposed  to  myself  no 


1  Evan.  738  belongs  to  Oriel  College,  Oxford,  [xU.],  small  4to.  of  130  foil,  slightly  muL 
Evan.  739,  BodL  Greek  Mlsoell.  323  [ziil.],  8vo.  membr.  foU.  183,  mut.  Brought  from  Ephesns, 
and  obtained  for  the  Bodleian  in  1883. 

'  EvBt.  415  belongs  to  Lient.  Bate,  [xiii.],  chart  foil.  219,  mutilated  throughout.  He 
obtained  It  in  1878  from  a  Cyprus  villager  at  Kikos,  near  Mount  Trovodos  (i.e.  Olympus.)  U 
came  fh>m  a  monastery  on  the  mountain. 

3  Apost.  128  will  be  found  described,  for  the  first  time,  below,  at  p.  628. 
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other  object  throughout  but  the  advancement  of  the  study 
of  Textual  Criticism  :  and  it  was  reasonable  to  hope  that  by 
means  of  his  widely  circulated  volume,  the  great  enlargement 
which  our  previously  ascertained  stores  have  suddenly  ex- 
perienced would  become  more  generally  known  to  scholars.  I 
should  of  course  still  have  it  in  my  power  to  reproduce  here  the 
same  enumeration  of  Sacred  Codices. 

The  great  bulk  however  which  the  present  volnme  has 
acquired,  induces  me  to  limit  myself  in  this  place  to  some 
account  of  those  Codices  which  have  been  expressly  announced 
and  discoursed  about  in  my  Text  (as  at  pp.  474  and  493-5). 
Some  other  occasion  must  be  found  for  enlarging  on  the  rest  of 
my  budget. 

It  only  remains  to  state  that  for  most  of  my  recent  discoveries 
I  am  indebted  to  the  Abbate  Cozza-Luzi,  Prefect  of  the  Vatican ; 
who  on  being  informed  of  the  object  of  my  solicitude,  with 
extraordinary  liberality  and  consideration  at  once  set  three 
competent  young  men  to  work  in  the  principal  libraries  of 
Eome.  To  him  I  am  further  indebted  for  my  introduction  to 
the  MS.  treasures  belonging  to  the  Basilian  monks  of  Crypta- 
Ferrata,  the  ancient  Tusculum.  Concerning  the  precious 
library  of  that  monastery  so  much  has  been  offered  already 
(viz.  at  pp.  446-448,  and  again  at  pp.  473-4),  as  well  as 
concerning  its  learned  chief,  the  Hieromonachus  Antonio 
Bocchi,  that  I  must  be  content  to  refer  my  readers  to  those 
earlier  parts  of  the  present  volume.  I  cannot  however  sufB- 
ciently  acknowledge  the  patient  help  which  the  librarian  of 
Crypta  Ferrata  has  rendered  me  in  the  course  of  these  re- 
searches. 

For  my  knowledge  of  the  sacred  Codices  preserved  at  Messina, 
I  am  indebted  to  the  good  oflBces  and  learning  of  Papas  Filippo 
Matranga.  In  respect  of  those  at  Milan,  my  learned  friend 
Dr.  Ceriani  has  (not  for  the  first  time)  been  my  efficient  helper. 
M.  Wescher  has  kindly  assisted  me  at  Paris ;  and  Dr.  C.  de 
Boor  at  Berlin.  It  must  suffice,  for  the  rest,  to  refer  to  the 
Notes  at  foot  of  pp.  491-2  and  477-8. 
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Additional  Codices  of  S.  Paul's  Epistles. 

282.  (=  Act.  240.  Apoc.  109).  Paris,  'Arm^nien  9*  (olim  Beg.  2247). 
memlr.  foil.  323.  This  bilingual  oodex  (Greek  and  Armenian)  is 
described  by  the  Abbe  Martin  in  his  Introduction  a  la  Critique  TextueUe 
du  N,  T.  (1883),  p.  660-1.  See  above,  p.  474,  note  (1).  An  Italian 
version  is  added  from  the  Gath.  Epp.  onwards.  Mut.  at  beginning 
(Acts  iv.  14)  and  end.  (For  its  extraordinary  reading  at  1  Tim.  iii.  16, 
see  above,  p.  473-4.) 

283.  (=  Act.  241).  Messina  P  K  Z  (i.e.  127)  [xii.],  chart,  foil.  224.  Mut, 
begins  at  Acts  viii.  2, — ends  at  Hebr.  viii.  2  ;  also  a  leaf  is  lost  between 
foil.  90  and  91.     Has  (nroOO,  and  Commentary  of  an  unknown  author. 

284.  (=  Act.  195).    Modena,  il  a.  18  [xiii.  ?].  Mut.  at  the  end. 

285.  (=  Act.  196),  Modena,  ii.  c  4  [xt  or  xii.].  Sig.  Ant  Cappelli  (sub- 
librarian) sends  me  a  tracing  of  1  Tim.  iii.  16. 

286.  Ambrosian  library,  e.  2,  inf.  the  Catena  of  Nlcetas.  '  Textus  particu- 
latim  prssmittit  Commentariis.' 

287.  Ambrosian  a.  241,  tn/.,  '  est  Catena  ejusdem  auctoris  ex  initio,  sed  non 
oomplectitur  totum  opus.' 

288.  Ambrosian  v.  541  inf.  [x.  or  xL]  membr.  Text  and  Catena  on  all 
S.  Paul's  Epp.  *  Textns  continuatus.  Catena  in  marginibus.'  It  was 
brought  from  Thessaly. 

289.  Milan  c.  295  inf.  [x.  or  xi.]  memJbr,  with  a  Catena.  *  Textus  continu- 
atus.   Catena  in  marginibus.* 

290.  (=  Evan.  622.  Act.  242.  Apoc.  110).  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  a.  1. 
[xiii.  or  xiv.]  folL  386 :  chart,  a  beautiful  oodex  of  the  entire  N.  T. 
described  by  Rocchi,  p.  1-2.    Menolog.    Mut.  1  Nov.  to  16  Dec. 

291.  (=  Act.  243>     Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  fi,  i.  [x.]  folL  139:  in  twO  columns,— 

letters  almost  uncial.  Particularly  described  by  Rocchi,  pp.  15,  16. 
Zacagni  used  this  codex  when  writing  about  Euthalius.  Mui.^  beginning 
with  the  argument  for  1  S.  John  and  ending  with  2  Tim. 
t292.  (=  Act.  244).  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  fi.  iii.  [xi.  or  xii.].  Memlir.,  foil.  172. 
in  2  columns  beautifully  illuminated:  described  by  Rocchi,  p.  18-9. 
Zacagni  employed  this  oodex  while  treating  of  Euthalius.    Menolog. 

293.  (=  Act.  245).  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.jS.  vi.  [xi.],  folL  193.  Mut.  at  the  end. 
Described  by  Rocchi,  p.  22-3. 

294.  (=  Act  246).  Yat.  1208.  Abbate  Cozzi-Luzi  confirms  Berriman'a 
account  [p.  98-9]  of  the  splendour  of  this  codex.  It  is  written  in  gold 
letters,  and  is  said  to  have  belonged  to  Carlotta,  Queen  of  Jerusalem, 
Cyprus,  and  Armenia,  who  died  at  Rome  a.d.  1487,  and  probably  gave 
the  book  to  Pope  Innocent  VUL,  whose  arms  are  printed  at  the 
beginning.  It  contains  effigies  of  S.  Luke,  S.  James,  S.  Peter,  8.  John, 
S.  Jude,  S.  Paul. 

295.  (=  Act  247).    Palatino-Vat  38  [xi.]  membr.  foil.  35.    Berriman  (p.  100) 

says  it  is  of  quarto  size,  and  refers  it  to  the  ixth  cent. 

296.  Barborini  iv.  85  (dim  19),  dated  a.d.  1324.  For  my  knowledge  of  this 
codex  I  am  entirely  indebted  to  Berriman,  who  says  that  it  containi 
'  the  arguments  and  marginal  scholia  written  '  (p.  102). 
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297.  Barberini,  vi.  13  (olim  229),  membr.  [xi.]  foil.  195 :  contains  8.  Paur» 
14  Epp.  This  codex  also  was  known  to  Beniman,  who  relates  (p.  102), 
that  it  is  furnished  *  with  the  old  marginal  scholia.' 

298.  (=  Act.  248X  Berlin  (HamUton:    No  625    in    the   English    printed 

catalogue,  where  it  is  erroneously  described  as  a  *  Lectionariam.')    It 
contains  Acts,  Gath.  Epp.  and  S.  Paul, — as  Dr.  0.  de  Boor  informs  me. 

299.  (=  Act.  249),  Berlin,  4to.  40  [xiii.] :  same  coutentB  as  the  preceding. 
800.  (=  Act  250),  Berlin,  4to.  43  [xi.],  same  contents  as  the  preceding,  but 

commences  with  the  Psalms. 

301.  (=  Act  251),  Berlin,  4to.  57  [xiv.],  ekaH,    Same  contents  as  Paul  298. 

302.  (=  Eyan.  642.  Act  252.)  Berlin,  8vo.  9  [xi.],  probably  once  contained 
all  the  N.  T.  It  now  begins  with  S.  Luke  xxiv.  53,  and  is  muL  after 
1  Thess. 

303.  Milan,  n.  272  inf.    "  Excerpti  loci." 

304.  (=  Act  253)  Vat  369  [xiv.]  foil.  226,  chaH, 

305.  Vat.  549,  membr.  [xii.]  foil.  380.  S.  Paul's  Epistles,  with  Theophylacrs 
Commentary. 

306.  Vat  550,  membr.  [xii.]  foil.  290;  contains  Bomans  with  Comm.  of 
Chrysostom. 

307.  Vat  551,  membr.  [x.]  foil.  283.  A  large  codex,  containing  some  of 
S.  Paul's  Epp.  with  Comm.  of  Chrysostom. 

308.  Vat  552,  membr.  [xi.]  foil.  155.  Contains  Hebrews  with  Comm.  of 
Chrysostom. 

309.  Vat  582,  menibr.  [xiv.]  foil.  146.  S.  Paul's  Epistles  with  Comm.  of 
Chrysostom. 

310.  Vat.  646  [xiv.],  foil.  250 :  <oum  supplementis.'  Chart.  S.  Paul's  Epp. 
with  Comm.  of  Theophylact  and  Euthymius.    Pars  i.  et  ii. 

311.  (=  Evan.  671).    Vat  647.   ChaH.  foil.  338  [xv.].   S.  Paul's  Epistles  and 

the  Gospels,  with  Theophylact's  Commentary. 

312.  Vat.  648,  written  a.d.  1232,  at  Jerusalem,  by  Simeon,  'qui  et  Saba 
dicitur:'  foil.  338,  chart  S.  Paul's  Epistles,  with  Comm.  of  Theo- 
phylact 

313.  (=  Act  239).    Vat  652,  chart,  [xv.]  foil.  105.    The  Acts  and  EpisUt^s 

with  Oonmientary.    See  the  Preface  to  Theophylact,  ed.  1758,  voL  iii. 
p.  v.-viii.,  also  *  Acts  239 '  in  Scrivener's  8rd.  edit  (p.  263). 

314.  Vat  692,  membr.  [xii.]  foil.  93,  muL  Corinthians,  Galatians,  Ephesians, 
with  Commentary. 

315.  Vat  1222,  chaH.  [xvi]  foil.  437.  S.  Paul's  Epp.  with  Theophylact's 
Comm. 

316.  (=  Act.  255).  Vat  1654,  menibr.  [x.  or  xL],  foil.  211.  Acts  and 
Epistles  of  S.  Paul  with  Chrysostom^s  Comm. 

317.  Vat.  1656,  membr.  [xii.],  foil.  182.    Hebrews  with  Comm.  of  Chryso- 

stom, folio. 

318.  Vat   1659,  membr.  [xi.]  foil.  444.      S.   Paul's  Epp.  with  Comm.  of 

Chrysostom. 

319.  Vat  1971  (Basil  10)  membr.  [x.]  foil.  247.  *£v«rroXal  r£v  itvorr6\m¥  abt^ 
rots  rov  Y,hB(Odov. 

320.  Vat.  2055  (Basil  94),  menibr.  [x.]  foil.  292.  S.  Paul's  Epp.  with  Comm. 
of  Chrysostom. 
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321.  Vat.  2005  (Basil  104),  [x.]  membr.  foil.  358.  Romans  with  a>nim. 
of  Chrysostom. 

322.  (=  Act  256)  Vat  2099  (Basil  138)  memhr,  foil.  120  [x.].  Note  that 
though  numbered  for  the  Acts,  this  code  only  contains  4niffro\aX  i9' 
Kol  KoBoKucai,  ahv  reus  <rrifiti<&<rt(rt  KtirovpyiKous  irtpl  r&y  ii/Atpwy  4y  tits 

823.  Vat  2180  [xv.]  foil.  294,  chaH.    With  Coram,  of  Theophylact 

324.  Alexand.  Vat  4  [x.]  foil.  256,  membr.  *  OptimsB  not®.'  Romans  with 
Comm.  of  Chrysostom,  \oy .  ic/3'.  *  Fuit  monasterii  dicti  rod  U€ptfi\4irrov.* 

325.  (=  Evan.  698.  Apoc.  117).  Alexand.  Vat  6.  chart,  foil.  336  [xvi.],  a 
larg:e  codex.  The  Ctoepels  with  Comm.  of  Nicetas:  S.  Paul's  Epp. 
with  Comm.  of  Theophylact :  Apocalypse  with  an  anonymous  Comm. 

326.  Vat  Ottob.  74  [xv.]  foil.  291,  chart    Romans  with  Theodoret's  Comm. 

327.  Pahitino-Vat  10  [x.]  membr.  foil.  268.    B.  Pa>il*s  Epp.  with  a  Patristic 

Commentary.    *  Felkman  adnotat.' 

328.  Pnlatino-Vat  204  [x.]  foil.  181,  cum  additamentis.  With  the  interpre- 
tation of  GScumenius. 

329.  Palatino-Vat  325  [x.]  membr.  foil.  163,  mut.  Inter  alia  adest  c2t  4irt<rr. 
Tpibs  Ttf4.6dtoy  6/iiXctcu  rivts  XpvffoffrSfiov. 

330.  Palatino-Vat  423  [xii.],  partly  chart.  Codex  miscell.  habet  itrttrrokwy 
irphs  KoXxuraaf7s  jciU  6c(r(raXov(iccts  trtpiKOwiif  trby  rp  ipfiriytlff. 

331.  Angelic,  t.  8,  6  [xii.]  foil.  326.  S.  Paul's  Epp.  with  Comm.  of 
Chrysostom. 

332.  (=  Act.  259).  Barberini  iii.  36  (dim  22):  membr,  foil.  328  [ki].  Inter 
alia  drirofiaX  ice^aX.  rwy  Upd^ewy  Kcd  4irnrro\wy  rwy  ay.  i.iro<rr6KMy. 

333.  (=Act  260).  Barberini  ui.  10  idim  259)  chart,  foil.  296  [xiv.]. 
Excerpta  U  Upd^.  (f.  152):  *lcuc(6/3ov  (f.  159):  u4rpov  (f.  162):  *l<adyy. 
(f.  165):  *loi9.  (f.  166):  irphs  Po>/i.  (f.  167):  irphs  Kop.  (f.  179):  itphs 
K0\.  (fol.  189) :  itphs  ettra.  (f.  193) :  irphs  Ti/a.  o'  (def.  infin.). 

334.  Barb.  v.  38  (dim  30)  [xi.]  foil.  219,  mut.  Hebrews  with  Comm.  of 
Chrysostom. 

335.  Vallicell.  f.  [xv.],  chart,  miscell.   Inter  alia,   us  rks  Iwiarokiis  rS>v 

*Airo(rT6\ufy  i^Tiyfitrets  riy€s. 

336.  (=  Act  261),  Casanatensis,  o.  11,  6. — Note,  that  though  numbered  for 

*  Acts,*  it  contains  only  the  Catholic  Epp.  and  those  of  S.  Paul  with  a 
Catena. 

337.  Ottob.  328.  [All  I  know  as  yet  of  this  and  of  the  next  codex  is  that 
6*6$  is  read  in  both  at  1  Tim.  iii.  16]. 

338.  Borg.  f.  vi.  16.    [See  note  on  the  preceding.] 

Additional  oopies  of  the  *  Apostolus.' 

82.  Messina  nr  (i.e.  83)  foil.  331,  8vo.    Perfect. 

83.  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  fi.  iv.  [x.]  membr.  foil.  139,  Praxapostolus.  Bocchi 
gives  an  interesting  account  of  this  codex,  pp.  19-20.  It  seems  to  be 
an  adaptation  of  the  liturgical  use  of  C  P.  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Basilian  monks  in  the  Calabrian  Church.  This  particular  codex  is  mtU. 
in  the  beginning  and  at  the  end.  (For  its  extraordinary  reading  at 
1  Tim.  iii.  16,  see  above,  p.  473-4). 
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84.  Crypta  Perrata,  A.  fi.  v.  [xi.],  membr,  foil.  245,  a  most  beantifnl  oodex. 

Bocchi  describes  it  oarefiilly,  pp.  20-2.  At  the  end  of  the  Menology  ia 
some  liturgical  matter.  *Patet  Menologium  esse  merom  iat^pa^or 
alicujus  Menologii  CPtani,  in  usimi.  si  velis,  forte  redacti  Ecclesiae 
Bossanensis  in  Calabria.*  A  suggestive  remark  follows  that  ^m  this 
source  *  rituum  rubricarumque  magnum  segetem  oolligi  posse,  nee  non 
Commemorationem  Sanctorum  minim  sane  numerum,  quaa  in  aliis 
Menologiis  vix  invenies.' 

85.  Crypta  Ferrata  A.  fi.  vii.  [xi.]  memhr.  folL  64,  Praxapostolus.  This 
codex  and  the  next  exhibit  %s  i^^aytp^  in  1  Tim.  iiL  16.  The 
Menolofiry  is  mut.  after  17  Dec. 

86  Crypta  Ferrata  A.  3.  viiL  [xii  or  xiii-l  fragments  of  foil.  127.  mewAr. 
Praxapostolus.  (See  the  preceding.)  Interestingly  described  by 
Rocchi,  p.  23-4. 

87.  Crypta  Ferrata  A.  3.  ix.  [xii],  foil.  104,  menibr,  Praxapostolus. 
Interestingly  described  by  Rocchi,  p.  24-5.  The  Menologj  is  unfortu- 
nately defective  after  9th  November. 

88.  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  fi,  x.  [xiii.  ?)  membr.  16  fragmentary  leaves.  *  Vere 
lamentanda  est  quie  huic  Eclogadio  calamitas  evenit '  (says  the  learned 
Rocchi,  p.  25),  *  quoniam  ex  ejus  residuis,  multa  Sanctorum  nomina 
reperies  qun  alibi  frustra  quiesieris.* 

89.  Crypta  Ferrata  A.  3.  xi.  [xi.]  membr.  foil.  291,  mut.^  written  in  two 
columns.  The  Menology  is  defective  after  12  June,  and  elsewhere. 
Described  by  Rooohi,  p.  26. 

90.  (=  Evst.  322)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  3.  ii.  [xi.]  membr.  foil.  259,  with  many 
excerpts  from  the  Fathers,  fully  described  by  Rocchi,  p.  17-8,  frag- 
mentary and  imperfect. 

91.  (=  Evst.  323)  Crypta  Ferrata.  A.  8.  ii.  [x.]  membr.  folL  155,  a  singularly 

full  lectionary.    Described  by  Rocchi,  p.  38-40. 

92.  (=  Evst.  325)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  5.   iv.  [xiii.]    membr.   foil.   257,  a 

beautiful  and  interesting  codex, '  Calligrapho  Joanne  Rossanensi  Hiero- 
monaclio  Crypta)ferrataB*:  fully  described  by  Rocchi,  p.  40-3.  Like 
many  other  in  the  same  collection,  it  is  a  palimpsest 

93.  (=  Evst  327)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  5.  vi.  [xiii.]  membr.  foil.  87,  mui. 
at  beginning  and  end,  and  otherwise  much  injured:  described  by 
Rocchi,  p.  45-6. 

94.  (=  Evst  328)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  5.  ix.  [xii.J  membr,  foil.  117,  muL 

at  beginning  and  end. 

95.  (=  Evst  334)  Oypta  Ferrata,  A.  5.  xx.  [xii]  membr.  foil.  21,  a  mere 

fragment    (Rocchi,  p.  51.) 

96.  (=  Evst  337)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  9.  xxiv.  A  collection  of  fragments. 
(Rocchi,  p.  53.) 

97.  (=  Evst  339)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  3.  ii.  [xi.]  membr.  foil.  151,  elaborately 
described  by  Rocchi,  p.  244-9.  This  oodex  once  belonged  to 
Thomasius. 

98.  (=  Evst.  340)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  3  iii.  [xiv.J,  membr.  foU.  201.  Gear 
used  this  codex :  described  by  Rocchi,  p.  249-51. 

99.  (=  Evst  341)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  3.  vi.  [xiii.  or  xiv.J  membr.  folL  101 : 

described  by  Rocchi,  p.  255-7. 
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100.  (=  Evflt.  344)  Crypta  Forrata,  r.  fi.  ix.  [xvi.],  memhr.  foil.  95,  mut 

at  beginning  and  end,  and  much  injured. 

101.  (=  Evst.  346)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  $.  xii.  [xiv.],  memhr,  foil.  98.  mut. 
Bt  beginning  and  end. 

102.  (=  Evst.  347)  Crypta  Ferratft,  r.  $.  xiii.  [xiii.]  menibr.  foil.  188:  written 
by  John  of  Rnssano,  Hieromonachus  of  Cryptaferrata,  described  by 
Rocchi,  p.  265-7. 

103.  (—  Evst  349)  Crjrpta  Ferrata,  r.  $.  xv.  [xi.  to  xiv.]  membr.  foil.  41. — 

Described  p.  268-9. 

104.  (=Ev8t  350)  Crypta  Ferrata,   r.  $,  xvii.  [xvi.].      Chart,  foil.  269. 

Described,  p.  269-70. 

105.  (=  Evst.  351),  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  $,  xviii.  [xiv.]  chart,  foil.  54. 

106.  (=  Evst.  352)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  $.  xix.  [xvi.]  cluirt,  foil.  195,  described 
p.  271. 

107.  (=  Evst  353)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  /5.  xxiii.  [xvii.],  memhr.  foil.  75, — the 

work  of  Basilios  Falasca,  Hieromonachus,  and  head  of  the  monastery, 
A.D.  1641, — described  p.  273-4. 

108.  (=  Evst.  354)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  /5.  xxiv.  [xvi.]  chart  foil.  302,— the 

work    of    Lucas    Felix,    head    of    the    monastery ;    described,    p. 
274-5. 

109.  (=  Evst.  356)  Crypta  Ferrata,  V.  fi.  xxxviii.  [xvii.].  chaH.  foil.  91,  the 
work  of  *  Romanus  Yasselli '  and  *  Michael  Lodolinus.' 

110.  (=  Evst.  357)  Crypta  Ferrata,  r.  /3.  xiii.  [xvi.]    chart,  foil.  344. 

111.  (=  Evst  358)  Crypta  Ferrata,  A.  /3.  xxii.  [xviii.]    chart,  foil.  77,— 

described  folL  365-6. 

112.  (=  Evst.  312)  Messina,  membr.  in  8vo.   foil.  60  [xiii.], — ^fragmentnm 

parvi  momenti.* 

113.  Syracuse  ('Seminario*)  chart,  foil.  219,  mut.  given  by  the  Cav.  Lan- 

dolina. 

114.  (=  Evan.  155)  Alex.  Vat. 

115.  [I  have  led  Scrivener  into  error  by  assigning  this  number  (A  post.  115) 
to  *  Vat  2068  (Basil  107).*  See  above,  p.  495,  note  (1).  I  did  not 
advert  to  the  fact  that  *  Basil  107  *  had  already  been  numbered  '  Apost. 
49.'] 

116.  Vat  368  (Praxaposfcolus)  [xiii.]  foil.  136,  membr. 

117.  (=  Evst  381)  Vat  774  [xiii.],  foil.  160,  memfyr. 

118.  (=  Evst  387)  Vat  2012  (BasU  51),  foil.  211  [xv.]  chart 

119.  Vat  2116  (Basil  155)  [xiii.]  foil.  111. 

120.  Alcxand.  Vat  11  (Praxapostolus),  [xiv.]  memhr.  foil.  169. 

121.  (=  Evst  395)  Alexand.  Vat  59  [xii.]  foil.  137. 

122.  Alexand.  Vat.  70,  a.d.  1544,  foil.  18 :  "in  fronte  pronunciatio  Oneoa 
Latinis  Uteris  descripta.*^ 

123.  (=  Evst  400)  Palatino-Vat.  241  [xv.]  chnH.  foil.  149. 

124.  (=  Ev8t.  410)  Barb.  iii.  129  (olim  234)  chart  [xiv.]  foil.  189. 

125.  Barb.  iv.  11  (olim  193),  a.d.  1566,  chart  foil.  158,  Praxapostolus. 

126.  Barb.  iv.  60  (dim  116)  [xi.]  foil.  322,  a  fine  codex  with  menologium, 

Praxapostolus. 

127.  Barb.  iv.  84  (olim  117)  [xiii.]  foil.  185,  with  menologium.    Mut 
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128.  Paris,  Beg.  Greek,  13,  membr.  [xiii.  or  xiy.],  a  huge  folio  of  Liturgical 
MiacellanieB,  oonsisting  of  between  6  and  900  unnumbered  leaves.  (At 
the  0-0/3)3.  wph  r&v  ^^wy,  line  11,  et  c^)  Communicated  by  the 
Abb^  Martin. 


Postscript  (Nov.  1883.) 

It  will  be  found  stated  at  p.  495  (line  10  from  the  bottom) 
that  the  Codices  (of  *  Paul '  and  *  Apost.')  which  exhibit  0cos 
lif>aytpwOrf  amount  in  all  to  289. 

From  this  sum  (for  the  reason  already  assigned  nbove),  one 
must  be  deducted,  viz., '  Apost,  115.' 

On  the  other  hand,  8  copies  of  *  Paul  '  (communicated  by  the 
Abbate  Cozza-Luzi)  are  to  be  added  :  viz.  VaL  646  (Paul  310): 
647  (Paul  311):  1971  (Paul  319).  Palat.  Vat.  10  (Paul  327): 
204  (Paul  328).  Casanat.  g.  11,  16  (Paul  336).  Ottdb.  328 
(Paul  337).  Borg.  f.  vi.  16  (Paul  338).  So  that  no  less  than 
260  out  of  262  cursive  copies  of  St.  Paul's  Epistle,— [not  252  out 
of  254,  as  stated  in  p.  495  (line  21  from  the  bottom)], — are  found 
to  witnefes  to  the  Beading  here  contended  for.  The  enumera- 
tion of  Codices  at  page  494  is  therefore  to  be  continued  as 
follows :— 310,  311,  319,  327,  328,  336,  337,  338. 

To  the  foregoing  are  also  to  be  added  4  copies  of  the 
•Apostolus,'  viz.  Vat.  2116  (Apost.  119).  Palat.  Vol.  241 
(Apost.  123).  Barb.  iv.  11  [plim  193]  (Apost.  125).  Paris, 
Beg.  Or.  13  (Apost  128). 

From  all  which,  it  appears  that,  (including  copies  of  the 

•Apostolus,')     THE    CODICES     WHICH    ARE    KNOWN    TO    WITNESS    TO 

e€6c'€4>ANEKi)eH  IN  1  Tim.  iii.  16,  amount  [289— 1-f  8+4) 

TO  EXACTLY  THREE  HUNDRED. 


529 


INDEX  I. 

of  Texts  of  Scriptttbe, — quoted,  discussed,  or  only  re/erred  to  in 
this  volume,^— Note,  that  an  asterisk  (*)  distinguishes  references  to 
the  Greek  Text  from  r^erences  to  the  English  Translation  (f). — Where 
either  the  Beading  of  the  Original,  or  the  English  Translation  is 
largely  discussed,  the  sign  is  doubled  (**  or  ft)- 
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Vigilius 133,348 

Vincentius 423 

Zeno 133 
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*  A/  SM  '  Alexandrinas.' 

H  And  B:  see'  B,'  and  <  Antiquity.* 
K  A  B  C  D,  in  conflict,  12,  13,  14, 

16-7,  30-1,  46-7, 

75-8,    94-5,   117, 

249,262,265,289, 

386 

*Abiitor* 146 

Acaciai,  Bp.  of  Melitene    .  178 

Accident 50-6 

iEthiopic,  see  *  Version/ 

iydwri 201-2 

Mm 207 

o/TcTr 191-3 

alfip 182,208 

alt&ytos 207 

iiXi^arf^v 200-1 

Alexander  (Dr.),  Bp.  of  Derry,  107-8 

*  Alexandrian '  readings     27 1-2,  357 
AlexandrinuB  (cod.)  (A)   11-17,345- 

347.  431-7 

^net»6s 180 

Alford(Pean)    .      .      381,456,498 

Allocation 413-5 

Alterations,  yet  not  improvements 

130-143 

Ammonias 29 

Amos  (in  S.  Mutt,  i.)    .  .     186 

afnpi$\ri<rrpov 184 

Amphilochius 210 

ifi<poiop 182 

&y»/8at  139 

itMonrtffAv 145 

Anastasius  (Imp.) 472-3 

Ancient  Authoritv,  sec  *  Ellicott.' 


PACK 

'Ancoratus' 427 

Andrewes,  Bp 500 

Antioch 385,  391 

*  Antiochian,'  see  *  Syrian.' 

*Antiqaity* 333 

hniffniTt 129 

Anziani(Dr.)     ....  445,492 

Aorist 158-60,162 

&ircAir((9KTCf 146 

a^Uvai 193-5 

Apolinaris 456,458 

Apollonides 323-4 

k'iro\{tuv 195 

&iro(rToAofva77^Ata.      .  448 

*  Apostolus*  446-8,  476-8,  482,  491. 

See  the  Appendix. 
Aram  (in  S.  Matt,  i.)  .  .  .  186 
Argument  e  silentio  .  .  .  469 
Armenian,  see  Version. 

Article,  the 164-  5 

Articles  (Three)  in    the   'Quarterly 

Review,*  their  history  pref.  ix-xiv 

Apros 179 

itpX^i 180 

Asaph  (in  S.  Matt,  i.)    .      .      .186-7 
Asclepiades 323-4 

*  Ask  *  (at*TeiO 171-3 

*  Assassins* 147 

Assimilation.  .      .      .32,65-69 

,  proofs  of  .      .      .       66 

krwUra»r*i 129 

'Attraction* 351-2 

(Kbhyrrai 148 

Authority,  (ancient)  see  <  Ellicott.' 
ahr6s 165 
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*  B,*  8ee  *  Vaticanus.' 

B  and  K  (codd.),  sinister  resem- 
blance      ..••..       12 
B  and  K  12, 255-7, 315-20,  333,  357, 

361,  365,  408,  410 
Bandinel  (Dr.)  .  .  .  .  •  445 
'  Baptist '  Revisers  ....  504-5 
Baptismal  Rennnciation  •  •  215 
Basil  to  Amphilochios  .      •     .     210 

Basilides 29 

Beckett,  Sir  Edmund  .  .  38,  222 
Belsheim,  Dr.  J.  .  444,  453,  493 
Bengel  (J.  A.)  .  .  .  .  246,  500 
Bentley,  Dr.  R.  .  .  432,  467,  499 
Berlin  (see  *  De  Boor ')  .  .  492,  493 
Berriman,  Dr.  J.   432  433, 446, 468, 

474,  480,  500 

Bethesda 5 

Beveridge  (Bp.)       .     .      .  351,  500 

Beyer  (Dr.) 477 

Beraj,  cod.(D)  11-7,77-9, 117,  264-5 
Birch  (Andreas)  .  246,  383,  467 
Blunders    149,  150,  180,  181 ;— 172, 

176,  177,  &c. 
Bois  (John) 228 

*  Bondmaid' 196 

*  Boon '  . 217 

*  Bowls'. 200 

•Branch' 184 

Broughton  (Hugh)  .  .  .  .513 
Bull  (Bp.) 212,  500 

*  C,*  «w  *  Ephraemi.' 

Caius  (a.d.  175)  on  the  Text  .323-4 
Cambridge,  Codex  (D),  aee  Bezae. 

* Greek  Text '    Pre/,  xxviii 

Capper  (S.  Herbert),  Esq.  .      .     492 

Cappilli  (Sig.) 491-2 

Carob  tree 181 

Castan  (M.) 477 

Castiglione 452 

Catalogue  of  Crypta  Ferrata    .     447 

Cedron 181 

Ceriani  (Dr.)  381,452,477,491-2-3. 

See  the  Appendix. 
Changes  (licentious)  .  127, 403-7 
'Charity' 201-2 

X^P^" 182 

Chronicle  of  Convocation    .      .     507 
'  Church  Quarterly '  (1882)   Pre/,  xvi 
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'  Church  Quarterly:  (1883)  Pref,  xri- 


XX.,   XXIV-TII. 


Citations,  9ee  *  Fathers.' 

Clemens,  Alex.  .      .    326-7,  327-31 

Codd.  B  — K  — A— C  —  D  11-17, 

30,  108,  249,  262,  269-71 

FandG    ....     438-43 

Paul  73 444 

181 444-5 

new,  see  the  Appendix. 

Collation  of  MSS.  .  .  125,246-7; 
with  the  Received  Text  249-50, 262 
Complutensian  ....  391 
'Conflate  readings'.  .  .  258-65 
'  Con6ation '  examined  .  258-65,  285 
'  Congregationalist '  Revisers  .504-5 
Conjectural  emendation  .  .351-7 
Consent  of  copies  (««« '  Fathers')  454-5 
•  Converaanthus  *  •  ,  .  .  176 
Cook,  (Canon)  204-5,  214,  234,  372, 

381,  470,  502 
Cornelius  i  Lapide  ....  473 
Corruptions  in  the  N.  T.     .      .334-5 

Cotelerius 473 

Coxe  (Rev.  H.  O.)    .      306,  445,  491 
Cozza-Lu2i(Abbate)  447,477,491-2-3 

see  the  Appendix. 
Cranbrook,  Viscount .      .  page  v-viii 

Creyk  (John) 43;i 

'Crib' 238 

Cross,  title  on 85-8 

Crux  critiooruniy  the      ...       98 
Crypta  Ferrate  .     .  447, 473-4, 478, 

521 
'  D,'  ««? '  Bez«.' 

iaifUifiow 179 

Darkness 62-4 

Dartige  (M.) 493 

Dated  codices 29*2 

94 167-8 

Deane  (Rev.  H.)       .      450,  481,  489 
De  Boor  (Dr.  C.)     .      .      .      .492-3 
Definite,  see  Article. 
Delicate  distinction.      .      .      .     402 
Demoniacal  possession  .      .     .     206 

Denis  (M.) 493 

Derry  (Bp.  of),  see  Alexander. 

Design 56-65 

9tvT€p6wpmroy  •     •      •     •      .       73 
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«  Devil ' 214-6 

Sti  .  .  .  .  170,  173-4, 9ee  inri 
Dialogue  (supposed)  320-8,  328-42 
Diatessaron,  see  *  Tatian.' 

9aa<rKa\la 199 

iiid<rKa\os 179 

Zaax^ 199 

tUpx'^yMi     •••.••     407 

Dionysius  Alex 461-2 

i^t6irKovpoi 147 

Dissertation  on  1  Tim.  iii.  16 

Pref,  xxi-iv,  424-501 
Divination.  See  *  Verifying  faculty.' 
'  Doctrine '  extirpated  .      •     .     199 

lovKos 179 

H¥aius 204 

Dublin  (Abp.  of),  see  Trench. 

Hi  interrogative 168-9 

Kbionite  Gospel 116 

Ecclesiastical  Tradition.      .     .     495 

Eclipse 63-5 

Editions  of  Fathers .     .      .     .     121 

tyvm¥ 159 

Egyptian,  see  Version. 

ci3c  for  <dc 140 

f/jc^ 359-61 

ti-Kuv 511-2 

efj 183 

iicKtiirwros 63-5 

lAai9oir 139 

i\Xjl¥i<rri 149 

Ellicott  (Bp.  of  Gloucester),  on 

the  '  old  uncials '       .   14-5 

on  the  A.  V.     .      .  112,  368 

on  *  Revision'  xlii,  112,  124, 

126,  226-8,  368 
— —  on  *  Marginal  Readings'  136-7 
on  *  Textus  Receptus '  383-8, 

389-91 

on  1  Tim.  iiu  16     .     428-31 

on  2  Tim.  iii.  16     .     .     209 

on  Textual  Criticism   .     234 

on     *  innocent     Ignorance  ' 

349-50 

on  the  Greek  Text .  369,  509 

on  « Euthalius '       .      .460-1 

his  jaunty  proposal     •     216 

his  Pamphlet    Pref,  xx-xxii, 

369  seq. 
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Ellicott,  his  critical  knowledge  370, 
376, 385, 430,  457, 459-61, 
471-2,  Dedication  p.  viii 
his  requirement  antici- 
pated ....  371,397 
— — ^  his     method     of    procedure 
372-4,  419-24,  459-61 

method  of  his  Reviewer  375- 

383, 496-7,517,  Pref.  xxiv-vii 
^^—  appeals  to  Modem  Opi" 
nibn,  instead  of  to  An- 
cient Avsthority  376-8,415-6, 
438-9,  483-5,  514-5 

follows  Dr.  Hort  391-8,  455, 

517-8 

— ! complains  of  Injustice   399, 

400-13 

suggested  Allocution     413-5 

his  defence  of  the  *  New 

Greek  Text,*  examined  415- 

9,  419-24 

ilifivrt<mv 140 

ivy  its  different  renderings  .     .171-2 

dvixly^ 151-2 

English  idiom     .     .     154-5,  158-75 

iifmytpderi 427,  468 

i^tardyat 144 

Ephraemi  cod.  (C)  .      .     11-17,325 

*  Epileptic' 205-6 

iirt'w€<rtip 145 

Epiphanius 427 

iwurraaa 144 

^ofMf  [see  Scrivener,  ed.  3,  pp.  581-2] 

66-9 

Errors  (plain  and  clear)  3, 4, 105, 148, 

172,  216,  222-3,  228,  348, 

400-1,430,496,512 

Escher(Dr.) 493 

iffKoriirdri 61 

%(m\trtt¥ 150 

'Eternal' 207 

Eternity 208 

Ethiopic,  see  *  Version.' 

Eudocia 465 

•Euraquilo' 176 

c6pc9i^<rerai 356 

Euripides  (papyrus  of)  .     .     .321-2 

'Euroclydou* 176 

Euthalius     ....     429,460-1 
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Eiitheriu.s 427 

fv$4ws 153-4 

Kuthymiiis  Zi^abenu^.  St-r  Index  II. 
♦Everlasting* 207 

*  Evil  One' 214-6 

4^€\eou<ray 402 

f}o9os 184 

Exodus 184 

External  evidence    ....  19-20 

*  F  *  and  *  G '  (codd.)      ...     257 

*  Factor  of  Genealogy  '  .  .  .  256 
Farrar,  Canon  (now  Archd.)  Pre/,  xv 
Fathers    .    121,  125-6,  see  Index  II. 

Fell(Bp.) 432 

Field  (Dr.)  146, 148, 163, 177, 180, 382 
Florence,  see '  Anziani.' 

Flute-players 148 

Forstemann  (Dr.)    .      .      .  441, 493 

Future  sense 163-4 

Gabelentz  and  Ix>ebe  .  .  .  452 
Gandell  (Professor)       .      .      .     184 

Gardiani  (Sig.) 492 

yty^ytnifidyof 347 

Geiasius  of  Cyzicus  479,  see  Index  II. 

*  Genealogical  Evidence '  .  .  253 
yivtffis  and  ydrniats  .     119-22 

y€PKii$€ls 347 

ydvos 142 

Geographical  distribution  of  Pa- 
tristic Testimony       .      .     45,  134 

Gifford  (Dr.) 214 

yiv^tTKtis 149 

Gloucester  (Bp.  of),  see  *  Ellicott.' 
y\w<r<r6KOfioy 201 

*  God  blessed  for  ever  * !      .      .211 

Gorresio  (Sig.) 492 

Gospel  incident 194-5 

(the  Ebionite)    ...     116 

of  the  Hebrews  ...       29 

Gothic,  see  Version. 

*  Gracco-Syrian,  see  *  Syrian.' 

'  Graat  priest*    .....     182 

Green,  Rev.  T.  S 499 

Gregory  (Dr.  C.  R.)       ...     477 

Gregory  Naz 73 

Griosbach  (J.  J.)    380,  456,  482,  483 

Hall,  Bp 500 

Hammond  (Dr.)  .  .  .  432, 500 
Headings  ofthe  Chapters  .   223,412 


TAor. 
Hellenistic  Gi*cek     .      .      .      .182-4 

See  *  Septuagint.' 
Henderson  (Dr.)      ....     500 

Heracleon 29 

Hermophilus 323-4 

Herodotus 65 

Hesychius 29, 163 

Hilary  on /u^Aof  ^yijc^s.  .      281 

Hincmar,  Abp.  of  Rheims  .      •     472 

Hoerning  (Dr.) 453 

*  Holy  Ghost  ' 204 

Hort,  Dr.  37, 135, 182, 211, 24«,  394, 
{see  Westcott  and  Hort). 

hypothesis  and  system,  see 

reverse  of  Title-page. 

his    *  Introduction  * 

analvzed     .  246-69 

*  strong  preference  *  for 

codd.  B  and  K  252,  269- 

271,  298-305,  307-8, 

312-14 

mistaken  estimate  of 

BandK     .      .     315-20 
divining  and  verify- 
ing faculty  253, 290,  291, 

307-8 

imaginary      history 

of  the   Tniditional 
Cf reek  Text  27 1-88, 296-8 
antagonism   with    Pa- 
tristic  Antiquity  283^, 

298-300 

fatal  dilemma     .      .292-3 

Reiteration   .      .      .     306 

ultimate    appeal    to 

his  own  individual 
mind     .     .      .     .307-8 

*  Art  of  Conjectural 

Emendation'    .      .351-7 

absurd  Textual  hypo* 

thesis    .     .      .      .293-4 
intellectual  peculiar- 
ity   362 

method  of  editing  the 

Greek  Text       .     .     363 

Text  of  the  N.  T.     .364-5 

often  forsaken  by  Dr. 

Westcott    ...     352 
Hug  (J  L.) 381 
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Hui8h(Alex.} 432 

Idiom,  see  *  Englbh/ 

Up€bs  (^6  fiiyas) 182 

Imperfect  tense  ....  161 
Incident  (anBospected)  .  .  .  194-5 
'  Independent '  Rerie wen  •     •  504-5 

*  Innocent    ignorance'  of  the 

Reviewer.     .     .     .    347-9,411 

Inspiration  ......     208 

'  Instructions,'  see  *■  Revisers.' 
Instrumentality  (ideas  of)  .     .     173 
Internal  Evidence    .     .     .     •     253 
Interpreters,  (modem) .      .     .     211 

*  Intrinsic  probability  ' .  .  .251-2 
Jacobson  (Dr.  W.)  Bp.  of  Chester  37 
Jechonias  (in  Matt,  i.)  .      .      .     186 

Jerome 73,  427,  449 

*JB8U8' 184 

*Joane8' 181 

John  (S.)  and  S.  Mark        .     .     185 

Jona(sonof) 181-2 

Josephus      « 52 

H9i 169-70 

—  iU  force 209 

/ralTWf 170 

Kaye  (Bp.)  on  Clemens  Al.      .     336 

H4tp^v 181 

Kty^fifiart^wp 356 

K€p6ria 181 

Kidron 181 

Kippaz  (Rev.  John)      ,     .     .     433 

Kishon 181 

Kurtr&v 181 

Knowledge  ofCHRiST  not  limited  210 

Kpd^tu 71-2 

Lachmann*s Text  2U242-3, 246, 270, 

380-1 
Ugarde  (P.  A.  de)  .     .     .      .     493 

.  481 
9 
.  493 
.  380 
.58-61 
.     201 


Analecta  Syr. 


Latin  Version    . 
Laubmann  (Dr.) 
Lawrence  (Abp.)     . 
*  Layers  of  leaves '  . 
'  Lecythus '  .     .     . 
Lee  (Archd.)  <m  Inspiration  208,  230, 

382 
Leontius  Byzantinus  480,  see  Index  II. 
Liberatus  of  Carthage  .  .  .471-3 
Licentious,  see '  Changes.' 
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Lightfoot  (Dr.)  Bp.  of  Durham    145, 

498,  Pref,  xxxi. 
Limitation  of  our  Saviour's 

knowledge 210 

Lincoln  (Bp.  of),  see  Wordsworth. 

\ldos  fw\ac6s 181 

Lloyd  (Bp.)  ed.  of  N.  T. .     .   .  Pre/. 

xvii-ix,  16 
Lord's  Prayer  .     .     .  34-6,  214-6 

*Love' 201-2 

Lucian 29 

Lake  (Gospel  according  to  S.)     16, 
34-5,  75-91,  249,  403-7 

'Lunaticus' 205-6 

Macedonius  .      .     .  103,  470-5,  489 

Mai  (Card.) 121 

Malan  (Dr.  S.  C.)   67,  120,  123,  124, 

348,  356,  882,  451,  453-4 

Manichean  depravation .     .     •     220 

*Maranatha' 180 

Mardon 29,  34-5,  61 

Margin    3-6,  33,  115,  130,  131,  137, 

175,  236-7 
Marginal  References  .  .  223, 412 
Marius  Mercator  .     .     .     468, 

Mark  (Gospel  according  to  S.)  30, 262 

collation  of  15  verses      327-31 

last  Twelve  Verses  36-7,  39-40, 

48,  49,  51,  Ded.  vii.  Pre/,  xxiii 

and  S.  John    ....     185 

Martin  (Abb(0  .  382,446,474,477, 

478,  492,  528 

MarUn  I.  (Pope)      .     .     .  421, 473 

Massmann  (H.  F.)    ....     453 

Matranga  (Papas  Filippo)  .  477,492, 

see  the  Appendix,  p.  522-3 

Matthei  (C.  F.) 246 

Scholia  348, 380, 427, 

434,  465,  468 
Matthew  (S.)  chap.  i.  (Greek)  119-24, 

186 

(English)   15e- 

7,186 

Medial  agency 173 

MeliU  and  Melitene      .     .     .177-8 
Menander     •••.•.     361 
Merivale  (Dean)      .     .     •     •     230 
Messina,  see  '  Matranga ' :  and  p.  523 
fiia    ••••••'..     183 

2   N 


54G 


INDEX  lU. 


PAOl 

Middleton  (Bp.).      .      .      .    165,209 
Milan  {see  ♦  Ceriani ')  .      .  452,  477, 

491-2-3 
Mill  (Dr.  John)  .  245,  383,  432,  437, 

472,  500 

on  cod.  D 13 

(Dr.  W.  H.)     .      .      .     .     354 

Milligan  (Dr.) 39,48 

•Miracle* 202-4 

finifi97oy 197-9 

Moberly  (Dr.)  Bp.  of  Salisbury    106, 

228-9 
Modena,  see  *  Cappilli ' :  and  p.  523 
Modem  Interpreters     •     •  411 

Opinion,  see  •Ellicott.* 

IJMPoytv^i  0€vs 182 

Montfaucon 121 

*Moreh' 180 

Morier  (Sir  Robert)      ...     492 

liwpi 180 

fii/Xof  hviK6$ 181 

Mutilation 69-93 

Mystical  interpretation       .      .     185 
vifi^ov  iTMrriic^s       ....  184-5 

Nazareth 184 

'  Necessity '  of  Revision  127, 150,  223, 

228 
Needless  ehanges     87-8,  224-5  ;  97, 

224-5,  399, 403-7 
vtKpohs  iytipert  ....  108 
Nemesis  of  superstition  .     350 

•Netser* 184 

« Neutral  *  readings  .  .  271-2,  357 
'  New  English  Version '      .      .225-6 

•  New  Greek  Text '  .  .  130,  224-5 
Newth  (Dr.)  37-9, 109, 126,  369,  502 
Newton  (Sir  Isaac)  .  426,  480,  500 
Nil  us  Rossanensis  ....  447 
Nineteen  changes  in  34  words  .  401 
Nominative  repeated  .  .  .  165 
'  Non-Alexandrian '  readings    .     357 

•  Non- Alexandrian  Pre-Syrian'  357 
Nonsensical  rendering  .      .      .     218 

•Non-Western* 357-8 

Notes  in  the  margin  .  .  .  175 
Numerals  in  MSS 52-3 

•  Number  of  the  Beast '  .  .  135 
S  i>v  iy  T^  obpayf  ....  133 
Occupation  (Right  oQ  .         199-206 


PAGE 

««« 139 

•Olivet* 184 

Ollivant  (Bp.) 146 

Omission,  intentional     •      .      .69-93 
ivos 181 

*  Or  *  not  meant  by  ff    .      .      .  168-9 
Opinion,  (modem)  see  •  Ellicott.' 
Chigen,  as  a  textual  critic  .      .     292 

5j 165 

5s  and  $€6sy  in  MSS.      .      .     99-105 
8ti  for  8t€ 140 

*  Otium  Norvicense,*  see  *  Field.' 

oStws 145 

wcuitcKfi 195-6 

wii\i¥ 57 

Palmer  (Archd.)      ...     49, 126 

Papyrus 321-2 

iropoSf 178 

TTOpdicKiiau 190 


Paralytic  borne  of  four 
Paris  cod.,  see  •  Ephraemi.' 

,  see  •  Wescher,*  *  Martin.' 
Parquoi  (M.) 
Particles  (Greek) 
vaffa  ypcup"^ . 
irdffas  rks  rifidpas 

wdaxth  '■'^ 

Paul*  17,*  •73,' •181* 

(S.),  Codd.       . 


30-3 


.  .  437 
.  .  166 
.  .208-9 
.  .  152 
.  .  353 
.  .443-8 
.      .493-4 

New  Ck)dd.,  see  the  Appendix. 

Pearson  (Bp.)     .  212,432,471,500 
Peckover  (Alex.),  Esq.  ...     493 

Penerino  (Sig.) 492 

Perfect  (English)     .      .      .     158-60 

(Greek)       ....     163 

Ttpix^fos 184 

Perowne,  (Dean)  Pre/,  xxx 

Perverted  sense 218-9 

'  Phaseolus  vulgaris '     .      .     •     181 

Phavorinus 140 

Photius 467 

^td\n 200 

•Pisticnard* 184 

<  Plain  and  clear,*  see  •  Errors.' 
wKuoTos  ^xAof .      ....     145 
Pluperfect  sense  of  Aorist  .     .     162 
Ponderari  deberU  testes  .  455 

wovJipovy  (iirb  tow)  .  .      .214-6 

Possession  (Demoniacal)      .     .     206 
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Possession  (right  of)     .      .   199-206 
Powlea  (Rev.  R.  Cowley)  Pref.  xxviii, 

322 

*  Praxapostolus,'  see  'Apostolus.* 
•Pre-Syrian' 357-8 

*  Pre-Syrian  Non- Western '       .     357 
Preface  of  1611.      .     187-91,  198-9 

1881 189 

Preponderating  evidence     .  411,  496 

Prepositions 170-5 

'  Present '  (Greek),  sometimes  a 

Future  ....  163-4 

sense  of  *  perfect '     .     163 

Principle   of  translation,   mis- 
taken       187-96 

'Principles  of   Textual  Criti- 
cism* 125-6, 227, 349-50, 374-5,41 1 

ProbabiHty 497 

Proper  names  in  S.  Matt.  i.  .  186 
'  Proud  -in- the-imagination-of - 

their-hearts  * 172 

Provision  (GoD*8)  for  the  safety 
of  His  Word    .      .    8,  9,  338,  494 

vpo4p$cur€9f 146 

Pronouns      ......      165 

itfN^ri} 180 

Pulcheria 465 

Pusey  (P.  E.)  .  345,  382,  449,  468 
Pyramus  and  Thisbe  .  .  .  171 
Pyramid  poised  on  its  apex      .342-5 

*  Quarterly  JRevievo  '       .   Pref,  ix-xiv 

Quia 448,  473 

Qiiod  (in  1  Tim.  iii.  16)  .  .  448 
Quotations,  see  *  Fathers.* 

Randell  (Rev.  T.)  .  .  .  481,493 
'Ravine* 181 

*  Readings,*  see  *  Various.* 
before    *  Renderings  *    106, 

225 
Received  Text,  see  *  Textus.' 
Recension  (imaginary)  .      .     271-88 

Reiche  (J.  G.) 380-1 

Reiteration  not  Proof  .  .  .306-7 
Rendering  of  the   same  word    138, 

152-4,  187-202 
Result    of   acquaintance    with 

documents 337 

Rettig  (H.  CM.).      .      .     .     442 

*  Revised  Version,*  see  *  Revision.* 
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Revisers  exceeded  their  Instruc- 
tions : — 

(1)  In  respect  of  the  English    112, 

127-30,  155-7,  225-6,  368, 

400-3 

(2)  In  respect  of  the  Greek  57-8, 

97, 118-26,  224,  399, 403-6 
Revising  body  (composition  of)  504-5 
Revision,  original  Resolution  and 

Rules  concerning  3,  97, 
114,  127,  130 

of  1611  .     .     .  167,  508-14 

of   1881,   how   it   was 

conducted.    37,  117-8,  369 

unfair    in    its    method    116, 

131-8 
«— ^—  essentially  different  from 

that  of  1611  .      .     508-14 

rests  on  a  foundation  of 

sand    ....  110,516 
— —  incapable  of  being  fur- 
ther revised   .     r     .     107 

its  case  hopeless     ,      ,226-7 

characterized    .      .     •     238 

its  probable  fate     .     508-14 

unfavourable  to  Ortho- 
doxy   ..... 
interesting    specimens 


513 
171, 
401 
188 
453 
199 


Rhythm  in  translation  . 

Rieu  (Dr  ) 

Right  of  possession  «... 
*  Ring  of  genuineness*  .  307,  309-12 
RoberU  (Dr.)  36,  39-40,  48,  98,  230 
Rocchi  (Hieromonachus)  447-8,  474, 
492,  see  the  Appendix. 
Rogers,  the  poet      ....     162 

Romans  ix.  5 210-4 

Rome,   (See  *  Cozza    Luzi,' 

'Escher*) 521 

Rose,  (Rev.  W.  F.),  of  Worle, 

Somersetshire.  Pre/,  xxviii 
Rouser  (Professor)  ....  306 
Routh  (President)  152,  211,  444,452, 

501 

Sachau 481 

S.   Andrews  (Bp.   of),  see  'Words- 
worth.* 
Salisbury  (Bp,  of),  see  '  Moberly.' 
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S«m«rl»,<wom«nof)  .  .  407-8 
SmiUj,  (Dr.)     ....  Prtf.  iTi 

3«Tai.  CProf.) 80S 

SchoUntmniiODdenMod  .  MT,468 
SchoU  (Dr.)  .  .  246,  380,  4*5,  456 
Scott  (Sir  Oilbtrt)  .  ...  306 
Scriptan,  God'a  provliion  for  Itt 

Hfatj.    8,9,  SM,  494 

deprared  by  her»ti<»    338 

ScriTeaCT(PrebfBdarT)  13,30,87,49, 

lOe,  108,  1'20,  331,337-8, 

S43,   2-lfl,  317,   381,  40.>, 

481,474,477  491,  61W-3, 

*■(■  hack  of  Title. 

S<pt(ue>Dt   .     .    182,183,184.328 

<  !3«pDlchr«,'  the  Hoi;  ...     198 

vilfWiw 203-4 

rui4pM '*' 

Sieb«r(M.) 493 

alKtfa 180 

Slniiticw,  cod.  (K)  11-17,  985,386, 

289,  291,  314-^  826-6,  343-5 

8irtwnpl»c«    ....       41.V9 

Smith  (Dr.  V«i«>  174, 204-5,  IH)3-8, 

Bia,  515 

SocinUngloM 810-4 

'  Salveri  ambaiando '       126, 2SB,  mi 

,T*»K»'A<tT.^ 147 

Sp*lliiig  of  proper  nuoM    .      .  186-7 

incXi-rX" 1*3 

T-vpl. "1, 180 

Stuiltj  (Desnl  .  .  .  .135,607 
Stiinagfleet  (Bp.)  ....  600 
oTifiit  and  <rT«i0itt*t  .     .     .58-60 

<n»Tfil4wa 166 

FU<Itpi<ponir<ii* 176-7 

Syndic*  of  Cambridga  Preu    .  iii-i 

SynwDM 49* 

SyriM  V«r«lon 9 

'SyriM,'  'ADtiochi»ii,"Cr«i!o- 
Syriiin,' — Dr.    Hort'i 
dnlgnatlou    of    thf 
TrwliUaiulOTMkTcit  357- 
65,369 

Its  tiuamed  origiii   272-88 

iodhWory.     .     .  290-1 

chuutaiiHd  290  87,  288- 

tJ^, 298 

T»tl«o  (jw  IHBD  11.)  .  29,  338,  350 


'T«»chia|' 199 

Wicnw 153,179 

T^XOI 51 

Teiua     .  157-64,  «m  'Aoriit,'  'Im- 

ptrfect,'   'Perfect.*   'PlupCT- 

ftct," '  PrtMBt.' 

nDidiomatically  rendervd  402 

Tett-plKo  (tbree)  ...     47,  619 
Teit  to  b«  determined  by  eiter- 

mleTldence   .     .      .19-20,45 

proTiMoD  for  lU  leciiritj         10 

—  (RtceiTad),  mk  'Teitni  Reeep- 

tni '  amd '  SyriiD.' 
Teiti,  me  Index  1. 
'Teittu  Recoptiu'  13-3,  17-8,  107, 
118 


107 

lee '  Sjriui,'   '  Tr»- 

diUoul.' 

Theodora    of    Uopaoettia    480,   ■» 

Theodotoi,  the  Ooortio.     .     .323-4 
Tlieaphlliu,  Bp.  of  Antiodi      .       29 


%*ii  ud  I,  in  USS.    99-105,  435-« 

,Bot(i,t«beretd  inlTim. 

iiL16.     .     iVe/.  Mi-i»,  424-501 

Thieny(H.) 493 

Thirty  chuget  in  88  wordi  171 

1  Timothy  iii.  16.  Stt  Biii 
TiKhndorf  <Dr.)   23-4,  46,  343-4, 
246,  270-1,  370,  383, 
437-8,  451,  467 
Title  on  the  Crow   ....  S5-9 

'  Titoi  Jnitiu ' 53-4 

'Tomb* 198 

Traditioti  (Eoclaiutiol)    .     .     495 
TlBditioiul  Teit  d«put«d  from 

6000  tlmeo     .     lOT 
■M  'Sjritn.' 
mouuBg  of  S. 
Mukiiu.31,309-t0 
•Trgnscdptional  preUbilitj     .251-2 
Tr>[u1atonDri61I      .   187-91,307 

of  1881,  miftaken 

principle  of  138, 187-96 
TruiaponttoD 9S-7 
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Trec^lw  (Dr.)  22,  45,  243,  246, 270, 

370,  380,  383,  431,  451, 

467,  498 

Trtnch  (Abp.)    .     .     .xlii,  106,  229 

TrinitarUn  doctrine      .     .     .174-5 

True  Text,  (only  safe  waj  of 

Aseertaining)  ....     339-42 

TuBcnlom 446 

Tjndale  (WiUiam)  .  167,  191,  192 
Undali  (depraritj  of  the  old)  12-17, 
30^,  46-7,  75-6,  94-5 
Uniformitj  of  rendering  .  166, 187 
'  Unitarian '  Reviaer,  intolerable 

503-8 

M  and  9td 156 

^wcriwmo'ts 351 

UppetrOm  (Andr.)  ....  452 
Upeala  .  .  .  444,  see  *  Belsheim.' 
UMher(Abp.)    .     .     432,469,500 

Valckenaer 228 

Valentinos 29 

Varioos  Readings  49-50, 56, 65, 130-1 

VaUcanus,  codex  (B)  11-17, 265, 273, 

286,  289,  291,  314-5,  325, 

342-5,  sw  <  B  and  K.' 

Velado(Sig.) 492 

Vercellone  (C.) 381 

Verifying  faculty    .  95-6, 109,  253, 

290-1,  307-8 


Version  (Anthorixed) 

(old  Latin). 

(Vulgate)  . 

(Peschito)  . 

(Harkleian) 

— —  (Coptic) 

(Sahidic)    . 

(Gothic)      . 

(Armenian) 

— —  (^thiopic). 
"—  (Georgian). 

—  (Arabic) 
— —  (Slavonian) 


•Vials' 


.  .112-4 

•  .  o,  44o 

.  .9,419 
.9,449-50 

.  .     450 

.  9,451-2 

.  9,451-2 

.  9,452-3 

.  .9,453 

.  .9,453 

.  .     454 

.  .453-4 

.  .     454 

,  .     200 
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Von  Ueinemann  (Dr.)  .  .  .  493 
Vulgate,  $ee  *  Version.' 

W.  (M.) Pref.  nviii 

Walton  (Bp.  Brian)      ...     432 
Waterland  (Dr.)      ....     500 
Way  (only  safe)  of  ascertaining 
the  True  Test      .     .     .     339-42 

Weber  (M.) 437 

We8cher(if.)     .....     492 

<  Wesleyan  Methodist '  Rerisers  504-5 

West  the  painter     ....     162 

Westcott  (Dr.)    xlii,  124,  aee  *  Hort.' 

Westcott  and  Hort  (Drs.)  24-9,  33, 

49,  51,  72,  83,  91,  92,  94,  95, 

97,  110,  114, 125,  134-5,  177, 

239-41,  245,  247,  370,  380, 

382,  499,  502,  518-9,     See 

reverse  of  TUle-pagey  and  Pref, 

xi-iT,  xxTi-viii,  xxxi 

•Western,' 357 

readings.     .     .     .271-2 

and 'Syrian'     .     .     361 

*'  Westminster  Abbey  scandal '  .  507 
Wetstein  (J.  J.)    246,  383,  426,  456, 

467,  469,  480,  497 
Wilberforce  (Bp.)  229,  415,  505,  507 

Woide(aG.) 434-7 

Woim  Aneod  Qrmoa.  ...  458 
Wood  (C.  F.  B.)  .  .  .  .  183 
Word,  incarnate  and  written  334-5, 

390-1 
Wordsworth  (Dr.  Charles)  Bp. 

of  S.  Andrews  106,165, 
229-30,  382 

(Dr.  Christopher), 

Bp.  of  Lincoln  37,  112, 

147,  184, 226,  368,  382, 

400, 502, 505, 513,  Ded.  yi 

Wotton  (Henry)      ....     433 

Xenophon 149 

Yonng  (Patrick)      ....     432 

(Dr.),  of  Glasgow    .     .     477 

CA^ 201 
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A  Plain  Commentary  on  the  Four  Holy  Gospels^  intended 

chiefly  for  Devotional  Reading,  1855.    5  vols.,  fcap.  Sva,  doth.  £\  u. 

Ninety  Short  Sermons  for  Family  Reading,'  following  the 

Course  of  the  Christian  Seasons.  First  Series,  1855.  2  vols.,  fcap.  8vo^ 
cloth,  &r. 

Inspiration  and  Interpretation,     Seven  Sermons  preached 

before  the  University  of  Oxford ;  with  an  Introduction,  being  an  Answer 
to  a  volume  entitled  *  Essays  and  Reviews.'     1861.    8vo.,  cloth,  \\s. 

A    Treatise  on  t/te  Pastoral  Office,  addressed  chiefly  to 

Candidates  for  Holy  Orders,  or  to  those  who  have  recently  undertaken 
the  Cure  of  Souls.     1864.    8vo.,  izr. 

Ninety-one  Short  Sermons  for  Family  Reading:  following 

the  Course  of  the  Christian  Seasons.  Secottd  Series.  1867.  2  vols.,  fcap. 
8vo.,  cloth,  Sj". 

The  last  Twelve  Verses  of  the  Gospel  according  to  S,  Mark, 

Vindicated  against  Recent  Critical  Objectors ^  and  Established,  1 87 1 .  8vo. , 
cloth. 

Plea  for  the    Study  of  Divinity  in  the    University  of 

Oxford,     1875. 

The  New  Lectionary  examined^  with  Reasons  for  its  Amend- 

metit  at  the  present  time,' — jointly  with  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  and  Dean 
Goulbum,  1877. 

Nehetniah,    a    Pattern    to    Builders:  —  Counsels    on    the 

recommencemeftt  of  the  Academical  year,  A  Sermon  preached  at  S.  Mary- 
the- Virgin's,  1878. 

The  Servants  of  Scripture  .*  published  by  the  S.P.C.K.,  1 878. 
Prophecy — not  '^ Forecast^'  but  (in  the  words  of  Bishop  Butler^ 

•*  the  history  of  events  before  they  come  to  pass  ** ,' — A  Sermon  preached  at 
S.  Mary-the- Virgin's,  1880 :  being  a  reply  to  Rev.  Brownlow  Maitland's 
**  Argument  from  Prophecy," — pp.  47. 

The  Disestablishment  of  Religion  in  Oxford,  the  Betrayal 

of  a  Sacred  Trust," — Words  of  Warning  to  the  University,  A  Sermon 
preached  at  S.  Mary- the- Virgin's,  1880 ;  2nd  edition,  pp.  56. 
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